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1. Purpose and Need

1.1 Introduction
This chapter provides the foundation for:

e Understanding why wildlife damage occurs and the practice of wildlife and
predator damage management;

e Knowing the statutory authorities and roles of federal and state agencies in
managing damage caused by predators in Montana;

e Understanding how WS-Montana cooperates with and assists private and
commercial resource owners and federal, tribal, state, and local government
agencies in managing predator damage;

e Explaining the framework for the scope of this National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) document, the rationale for preparing an environmental assessment
(EA), program goals, and decisions to be made by WS-Montana;

e Understanding the reasons why private and commercial entities, tribes, and
federal, state, and local government agencies request assistance from WS-
Montana;

e Understanding the effectiveness and cost-effectiveness associated with predator
damage management in the United States; and

e Explaining the public involvement and notification processes used by WS-
Montana for this EA.

Chapter 2 identifies the issues analyzed in detail in this EA and describes the proposed
action and alternatives evaluated in detail, with the rationale why some alternatives are
not considered in detail, as required by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
implementing regulations for NEPA at 40 CFR 1502.14(a). Details of the different
wildlife damage management (WDM) methodologies are included in Appendix A.
Chapter 3 provides the detailed comparative analysis of the direct, indirect, and
cumulative impacts of the proposed action and alternatives on the quality of the human
environment.

1.2 In Brief, What is this EA About?

Wildlife Services (APHIS-WS), a program within the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS), provides federal professional
leadership and expertise in resolving wildlife conflicts to help create a balance that allows
people and wildlife to coexist (USDA Wildlife Services 2018c)(Directive 1.201).

APHIS-WS recommends and/or implements a cohesive integrated wildlife damage
approach, which incorporates biological, economic, environmental, legal, and other
information into a wildlife damage management decision-making process (USDA
Wildlife Services 2014b), and includes many methods for managing wildlife damage,
including non-lethal and lethal options. Although non-lethal methods are considered
first, responsible wildlife damage management sometimes requires lethal control to meet
cooperators’ objectives. In addressing conflicts between wildlife and people,
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consideration must be given not only to the needs of those directly affected by wildlife
damage but also to a range of environmental, sociocultural, economic, and other relevant
factors. Federal and state agency and private wildlife managers, including those working
for APHIS-WS, must be experienced in evaluating the particular circumstances of the
conflict including determining which predator species are involved and expertly
implementing or recommending the most effective strategy using sustainable methods
that balance those considerations.

Wildlife species can be biologically categorized in many ways. This EA focuses on
species that are considered meat-eating predators, even if some of them eat food other
than meat as part of their diet, and collectively refers to these species as “predators”
(Table 1.1). Take can indicate lethal removal of the animal or transfer of custody to
another entity such as the state’s wildlife management agency.

The purpose of the EA is to facilitate WS-Montana’s decision making regarding
responses to requests for assistance from the public, agencies and tribes in managing
damage caused by predators. This environmental assessment (EA) evaluates the impacts
of alternative approaches to managing predator damage in Montana, including the current
Integrated Predator Damage Management (IPDM) alternative. The alternatives
considered in this EA vary regarding the degree of WS-Montana involvement in predator
damage management, the degree of technical assistance (advice, information, education,
and/or demonstrations) and of operational field assistance (active management of
offending predators), and the degree of lethal and non-lethal methods available for use.
This EA also provides sufficient analysis of environmental impacts to determine if a
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) or an environmental impact statement (EIS) is
appropriate.

Integrated wildlife damage management (hereafter, IWDM) describes the concurrent or
consecutive use of a range of methods to manage damage caused by any wildlife species
(not just predators). WS-Montana assistance provided to requesters for managing
predator damage evaluated in this EA is simply a component of all WS-Montana wildlife
damage management activities conducted in the state. APHIS-WS has determined that
PDM is sufficiently different from other APHIS-WS activities as to warrant separate
NEPA analysis. Therefore, this EA is limited to PDM. Other WS-Montana activities
which might impact predator species will be included in the analyses herein (e.g.,
population impact analyses in Section 3.5), because these are connected actions. For
example, if a native predator was taken as a non-target during an attempt to manage birds
or aquatic rodents, that take will be included in this EA. NEPA analyses of other
components of WS-Montana activities that do not involve predators are evaluated in
separate documents.

WS-Montana’s goal for IPDM, as currently conducted, is to manage predator damage,
threats of damage, and risks to human/pet health and/or safety by responding to all
requests for assistance, including technical assistance and/or direct operational assistance,
regardless of the source of the request.

WS-Montana proposes to continue responding to requests for assistance in protecting
livestock, property, and human/pet health and safety from managing damage by
predators, and requests for data on wildlife diseases from agencies and researchers. The
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EA includes an analysis of the impacts associated with WS-Montana continuing to assist
in predator damage management on all land classes, in rural, urban, and suburban areas
by agreement as requested. The EA also includes analyses of impacts of four other levels
of predator damage management activities in Montana both involving and not involving
WS-Montana.

The proposed action (Alternative 1; Section 2.3.1 and Appendix A), involves WS-
Montana continuing to use all appropriate methods, singly or in combination, to resolve
damage caused by the predator species included in this EA. These methods include
cultural practices such as shed lambing, herding, and guard animals; habitat and animal
and behavior modification such as exclusion, chemical repellents, and hazing with
pyrotechnics; and lethal operational actions such as trapping and shooting. In most
situations, the requestor/cooperator are responsible for implementation of non-lethal
methods, such as exclusion-type barriers, and some lethal methods, consistent with state
law. Resource owners that are given direct predator damage management assistance by
WS-Montana are encouraged to use reasonable and effective non-lethal management
strategies and sound husbandry practices, when and where appropriate, to reduce ongoing
and potential future conflict situations.

Predator damage management is conducted by WS-Montana only where a property
owner or manager, including government, tribal, commercial, organizational, or private
entity, has requested assistance and Work Initiation Documents (WIDs), Memoranda of
Understanding (MOUs), Interagency Agreements, Cooperative Service Agreements,
and/or Work Plans are in place to coordinate work.

All WS-Montana actions are conducted in accordance with applicable federal, state,
tribal, and local laws, and in accordance with current MOUs and other agreements
between WS-Montana and federal, state, and tribal agencies. WS-Montana cooperates
with Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks (MFWP), the Montana Department of Livestock
(MDOL), the Montana Livestock Loss Board (MLLB), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS), the U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the U.S. Forest Service
(USFS), the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes, and the Blackfeet Nation as
appropriate, for actions involving predator damage management.

See Sections 2.3.1 through 2.3.5, and Appendix A for details on the five alternatives
evaluated in this EA, and Chapter 3 for their associated impacts.

1.3 What Species are Included in this EA?

This EA includes the following predator species (Table 1.1; in order of proportion of take
by WS-Montana). All species except for free-ranging/feral dogs and cats and grizzly
bears (primarily managed by the USFWS as an endangered species) are managed under
state law by MFWP. Predatory animals are defined under Montana Code Annotated
(MCA) §81-70-101 as coyotes, red fox, and any other individual animal causing
depredations upon livestock as also managed by MDOL. Montana Code Annotated
(MCA) §87-2-101 also defines predatory animals managed by MFWP as coyotes, weasel,
skunk, and civet cat.

Table 1.1. Predator Species Included in Scope of this EA (listed in order of importance in terms of
the number of PDM actions by WS-Montana).
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Common Name Scientific Name Management
Authority!
Coyote Canis latrans MFWP & MDOL
Red fox Vulpes vulpes MFWP & MDOL
Raven Corvus corax USFWS/MFWP
Gray wolf Canis lupus MFWP
Mountain Lion Felis concolor MFWP
Black bear Ursus americanus MFWP
Striped skunk Mephitis mephitis MFWP
Badger Taxidea taxus MFWP
Grizzly Bear Ursus arctos horribilis USFWS
Raccoon Procyon lotor MFWP
Free-ranging/feral dog Canis familiaris Local Officials
Feral Cat Felis catus Local Officials
Bobcat Lynx rufus MFWP
Feral Swine Sus scrofa MDOL

! Management is collaborative and further described by species in Section 3.5
MFWP: Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks

MDOL: Montana Department of Livestock

USFWS: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

1.4 What is Wildlife Damage Management?

1.4.1 Why Do Wildlife Damage and Risks to Human Health and Safety Occur?

Wildlife are valuable natural resources, long valued by the American public for aesthetic,
recreational, and emotional reasons; their attendant economic benefits are important in
many communities. Native wildlife in overabundance or individual animals that have
learned and habituated to use resources supplied by humans, especially food, can come
into conflict with humans. Introduced, feral, or invasive species may outcompete native
species and cause damage to other resources. Wildlife can destroy crops and livestock,
damage property and natural resources, including other species valued by humans, and
pose serious risks to public and pet health and safety.

Across the United States, wildlife habitat has been substantially changed as human
populations expanded and land use and impacts change. These human uses and needs
often compete with the needs of wildlife, which increases the potential for conflict. With
this continued and more intensive use of land by humans, introduction of domestic
livestock, water resource management, urbanization, and other modern agricultural,
cultural, and transportation practices associated with human development have caused
substantial changes in the ways that humans and wildlife, especially predators, interact.

Highly adaptable and flexible species often reach unnaturally high densities. Some
animals and localized populations may adapt to change by using human infrastructure or
concentrated agricultural practices for their life cycle needs, such as obtaining food and
water, finding areas to breed or rest. Conflicts include threats to human health and safety.

Wildlife may serve as reservoirs for disease and parasites. Diseased animals living near
areas of human activity may transmit those diseases to livestock, people, and/or pets.
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These diseases may transfer to people directly through physical contact or may be
transmitted to people via environmental contamination by feces and even tainted food
products such as fresh produce or meat products.

The wild animals themselves do not perceive the same values that humans perceive in the
animals or plants they eat, the locations they choose to breed and live, or the health or
safety concerns they cause to humans. They are simply using and adapting to the
available habitats, including opportunities where humans provide easy food and living
space. The ability of wild animals to adapt to changes in their environment for meeting
their own needs for food, water, and shelter can create tension and conflict where human
needs for social and economic security and health and safety overlap.

1.4.2 In what ways do humans value wildlife?

Schwartz et al. (2003) summarize that human attitudes towards large carnivores have
evolved over time in Europe and North America from threats to life and property to
utilitarian considerations, to appreciating their intrinsic values. Human perceptions,
attitudes, and emotions differ depending on how humans desire to “use” different wildlife
species and how they interact with individual or groups of animals. For example: seeing
a group of deer in a field at dusk may be seen as a positive experience, while seeing the
same group of deer feeding in your garden or commercial alfalfa field is frustrating;
watching a coyote feeding on rodents in the snow may be exciting, while having the same
coyote foraging for food near or on your pets or farm animals may be highly undesirable
and even frightening.

Cultural perceptions based on experience, upbringing, or folklore about predators may
evoke negative emotions toward wolves or coyotes because they kill and eat animals we
like or because they scare us; they may also evoke positive feelings because they look
and behave like domestic dogs, or symbolize wildness (Table 1.2).

Table 1.2. Basic Wildlife Values (Adapted from Kellert (1994) and (Kellert and Smith 2000)).

Term Definition

Aesthetic Focus on the physical attractiveness and appeal of wild animals

Dominionistic Focus on the mastery and control of wild animals

Ecologistic Focus on the interrelationships between wildlife species, natural
habitats, humans, and the environment

Humanistic Focus on emotional affection and attachment to wild animals

Moralistic Focus on moral and spiritual importance of wild animals

Naturalistic Focus on direct experience and contact with wild animals

Negativistic Focus on fear and aversion of wild animals

Scientific Focus on knowledge and study of wild animals

Utilitarian Focus on material and practical benefits of wild animals

17



Final Environmental Assessment: Predator Damage and Conflict Management in Montana

Lute and Attari (2016) recognize that conflicts with wildlife have been ongoing,
especially as humans have made and continue to make substantial modifications to the
environment and land uses that have created such conflicts, and that lethal control may be
more cost-effective than sweeping habitat protection strategies. Their study suggests that
people may rely on default strategies such as habitat and ecosystem protection and moral
considerations rather than also considering economic and social costs necessary for
navigating difficult trade-offs and nuances inherent in decision-making.

Manfredo et al (2018) compared survey data from 2004 and 2018 to detect potential
shifts in wildlife values on a statewide level. The value categories were traditionalist
(dominionistic/utilitarian), mutualist (humanistic/moralistic), pluralist (situationally
dependent), and distant (low level of interest in wildlife). In Montana the review showed
a decrease in traditionalist views (-8.5%), and increases in mutualist (7.5%), pluralist
(0.5%), and distant (0.5%) views (Manfredo et al. 2018).

Trade-offs can and do occur between different conservation objectives and human
livelihoods and conservation (McShane et al. 2011). The authors argue that many
options exist in managing wildlife conflict in relation to protection of individual animals,
populations, ecosystems, and human physical and economic well-being, and that these
choices are “hard” because every choice involves some level of loss.

1.4.3 At What Point Do People or Entities Request Help with Managing Wildlife
Damage?

As a society, our attitudes have changed over time, and now those same species seen as
conflicting with human values may be considered desirable, but even then, only under
socially acceptable circumstances. The tension regarding the use of public funds and/or
lands to support a wide variety of private/individual uses or incomes (not only related to
wildlife) is a federal and/or state governmental policy consideration. An example of this
tension can involve individuals who believe, for example, that livestock producers should
not be allowed to graze on public lands or that livestock losses to predation should be
considered a “cost of doing business.”

Animals cause damage to property, agriculture, economic security, threaten the
sustainability of managed or protected wildlife species, and/or threaten human and pet
health and safety. When this occurs, there are many situations when people, government
agencies, or commercial interests request private companies or federal or state
governments to stop or reduce the damage by removing or dispersing the individual
animals or local groups of animals causing the problems. When damage or losses have
previously occurred and can be expected to occur again, people or agencies may request
that animals or local groups of animals be removed or dispersed to avoid further losses,
even before the damage or losses reoccur. Often, without outside help, people or entities
will try to resolve the problems themselves, sometimes by attempting to prevent the
damage from re-occurring, such as by building fences and other infrastructure, or by
killing animals that may, or may not, be causing the problem by using traps, firearms, or
toxic chemicals.

The term “damage” in the case of IWDM is consistently used to describe situations where
the individual person or entity has determined that the losses caused by wildlife triggers
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their threshold for requesting assistance or attempting to take care of the problem
themselves. “Damage” may be defined as economic losses to property or assets, or
threats to human or pet safety. However, “damage” may also be defined as a loss in the
aesthetic value of property and other situations where the behavior of wildlife is no
longer tolerable to an individual person or entity.

The threshold triggering a request for assistance in dealing with a particular damage
situation is often unique to the individual person, entity, or agency requesting assistance.
Therefore, what constitutes damage to one person or entity and considered intolerable
may not even be considered a problem by another individual or entity.

Addressing wildlife damage problems requires consideration of both the resource
owners’ and society’s levels of acceptability and tolerance, as well as the ability of
ecosystems and local wildlife populations to absorb change without short- or long-term
adverse impacts.

Biological carrying capacity is the maximum number of animals of a given species that
can, in a given ecosystem, survive through the least favorable conditions occurring within
a stated time interval (in other words, the largest number of animals that can sustainably
survive under the most restricting ecological conditions, such as during severe winters or
droughts. The cultural carrying capacity, is the limit of human tolerance for wildlife or its
behavior, often expressed as the density of a given species that can coexist compatibly
with a given local human population. For some, just the presence of wild animals may be
considered threatening, or a nuisance to people with low tolerance or when the animals
are viewed as cruel, aggressive, or frightening. These phenomena are especially
important because they define the sensitivity of a communities to coexisting with
wildlife.

While the biological carrying capacity of the habitat may relatively high, in many cases,
the wildlife acceptance capacity of people sharing that habitat is lower. Once the wildlife
acceptance capacity is met or exceeded in a particular circumstance, people take or
request help for taking action to alleviate the damage or address threats.

1.4.4 What Are the Science and Practices of Wildlife Damage Management?

With new science and changing societal values, governmental policies have changed to
the extent that native wildlife populations are no longer managed by local, state, and the
Federal Government for population suppression, extirpation from local areas, or even
entire removal over large areas or regions, unless such management meets local
objectives of protecting other valued or rare wildlife populations or for reducing the
threat of the spread of disease. Wildlife damage management focuses on addressing a
specific situation, not broad-scale population management. The Wildlife Society (TWS),
a non-profit scientific and educational association that represents wildlife professionals,
recognizes that wildlife damage management is a specialized field within the wildlife
management profession, and that responsible wildlife management, including IWDM,
requires adherence to professional standards.

The Wildlife Society has the following standing position on Wildlife Damage
Management (The Wildlife Society 2016):
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“Prevention or control of wildlife damage, which often includes removal of the
animals responsible for the damage, is an essential and responsible part of wildlife
management...

Wildlife sometimes causes significant damage to private and public property,
other wildlife, habitats, agricultural crops, livestock, forests, pastures, and urban
and rural structures. Some species may threaten human health and safety or be a
nuisance. Prevention of control of wildlife damage, which often includes removal
of the animals responsible for the damage, is an essential and responsible part of
wildlife management. Before wildlife damage management programs are
undertaken, careful assessment should be made of the problem, including the
impact to individuals, the community, and other wildlife species. Selected
techniques should be incorporated that will be efficacious, biologically selective,
and socially appropriate.

The policy of The Wildlife Society in regard to wildlife damage management and
the alleviation of wildlife problems is to [in part]:...Recognize that wildlife
damage management is an important part of modern wildlife management.”

IWDM involves considering and applying options, tools, and techniques, either singly or
in combination, for resolving the damage or threat of damage using a strategy that is
sustainable and appropriate to the specific project circumstances in a way that minimizes
economic, health, and environmental risks. Sustainable wildlife management is defined
as “the sound management of wildlife species to sustain their populations and habitat
over time, taking into account the socioeconomic needs of human populations” (Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 2014). When managing wildlife to meet
certain objectives related to damage or threats caused by species identified as
“predators,” it is called integrated predator damage management (IPDM).

The APHIS-WS program uses the IWDM approach (APHIS-WS Directive 2.105) in
which a combination of methods may be used or recommended to reduce wildlife
damage. The challenge is to develop strategies that include the most effective
combination of techniques. For example: separating resources to be protected from wild
animals known, or considered likely to, damage that resource; removing animals
responsible for damage; harassing damaging animals away from the resources to be
protected, and educating the resource owner on coexistence, possibly by removing or
carefully managing the resource to be protected.

Per APHIS-WS Directives 2.101 and 2.105, when selecting and applying a particular
method or methods, “consideration must be given to the species responsible and the
frequency, extent, and magnitude of damage. In addition to damage confirmation and
assessment, consideration must be given to the status of target and potential non-target
species, local environmental conditions, relative costs of applying management
techniques, environmental impacts, and social and legal concerns.”

APHIS-WS Directive 2.105 states:

“The WS program applies the IWDM (commonly known as Integrated Pest
Management) approach to reduce wildlife damage. As used and recommended by
the WS program, IWDM encompasses the integration and application of all
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approved methods of prevention and management to reduce wildlife damage. The
IWDM approach may incorporate cultural practices, habitat modification, animal
behavior management [such as repellents, frightening devices, and physical
exclusion], local population reduction [such as removing offending animals or
groups of animals] or a combination of these approaches.

The selection of wildlife damage management methods and their application must
consider the species causing the damage and the magnitude, geographic extent,
duration, frequency, and likelihood of recurring damage. In addition,
consideration is given to non-target species, environmental conditions and
impacts, social and legal factors, and relative costs of management options. WS
personnel shall apply and use the IWDM approach to efficiently and effectively
prevent or reduce damage caused by wildlife. In applying IWDM to wildlife
damage management, the WS program may offer technical assistance, direct
assistance, or a combination of both in response to requests for help with wildlife
damage problems.”

1.5 What Are the Roles of USDA APHIS Wildlife Services in IWDM?

APHIS-WS provides federal professional leadership and expertise to resolve wildlife
conflicts to help create a balance between the needs of people and wildlife. APHIS-WS
applies and recommends a cohesive integrated approach, which incorporates biological,
economic, environmental, legal and other information into a transparent wildlife damage
management decision-making process, and includes many methods for managing wildlife
damage, including non-lethal and lethal options.

The APHIS-WS mission “...to provide federal leadership in managing conflicts with
wildlife” includes resolution of wildlife conflicts in rural and urban areas; conservation of
natural resources (including threatened and endangered species, and managed wildlife
populations), protection of public, private and commercial property and assets; and
control of invasive species and wildlife disease vectors. Increasingly, APHIS-WS is
responsible for minimizing wildlife threats to public health and safety, as well as to the
Nation’s vital agricultural base.

APHIS-WS’ success is based in its combined programs of integrating fieldwork
(operations) with state-of-the-art research of applied wildlife damage management
principles and techniques. APHIS-WS’ National Wildlife Research Center (NWRC),
internationally recognized as a leader in wildlife damage management science. Scientists
and support staff are dedicated to finding solutions to challenging wildlife damage
management problems related to agriculture, natural resources, property, and human
health and safety. NWRC conducts research and develops tools to address dynamic
wildlife damage management challenges. APHIS-WS operations personnel and NWRC
researchers work closely together. This ensures that APHIS-WS will continue to resolve
wildlife conflicts as effectively and humanely as possible, using advanced science and
technology.

NWRC applies scientific expertise to the development of practical methods to resolve
these problems and to maintain the quality of the environments shared with wildlife.
NWRC designs studies to ensure that the methods developed to alleviate animal damage
are biologically sound, effective, safe, economical, and acceptable to the public. NWRC
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scientists produce and test the appropriate methods, technology, and materials for
reducing animal damage. Through the publication of results in peer-reviewed scientific
literature and the exchange of technical information by other means, the NWRC provides
valuable information to the public and the scientific community, as well as to APHIS-
WS’ operations.

1.5.1 Whatis the Federal Law Authorizing Wildlife Services’ Actions?

APHIS-WS is the federal agency authorized by Congress to protect American resources
from damage associated with wildlife. The Animal Damage Control Act of March 2,
1931 (46 Stat. 1468; 7 U.S.C. 8351-352) states:

“The Secretary of Agriculture may conduct a program of wildlife services with
respect to injurious animal species and take any action the Secretary considers
necessary in conducting the program....

The Act was amended in 1987 (Act of December 22, 1987 (101 Stat. 1329-331, 7 U.S.C.
8353) to further provide:

On or after December 22, 1987, the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized, except
for urban rodent control, to conduct activities and to enter into agreements with
state, local jurisdictions, individuals, and public and private agencies,
organizations, and institutions in the control of nuisance mammals and birds and
those mammal and bird species that are reservoirs for zoonotic diseases, and to
deposit any money collected under such agreement into the appropriation
accounts that incur the costs to be available immediately and to remain available
until expended for Animal Damage Control activities.”

The agency is funded by Congressional appropriations and by funds provided by
governmental, commercial, private, and other entities that enter into agreements with
APHIS-WS for assistance.

1.5.2 How does APHIS-WS Carry Out Its Mission?
1.5.2.1 What Are APHIS-WS’ and WS-Montana’s Mission, Goals, and Objectives?

1.5.2.1.1 APHIS-WS"’ Mission

APHIS-WS’ mission is to provide professional federal leadership and expertise to resolve
wildlife conflicts to allow people and wildlife to coexist. The agency is funded by
Congressional appropriations and by funds provided by governmental, commercial,
private, and other entities that enter into an agreement with APHIS-WS for assistance.
For Example, in Montana during FY 2018, IWDM activities were funded by
Congressional appropriations (58.3%), state interagency agreements (15.6%), and private
cooperators and livestock and sportsmen’s associations (24.2%). Cooperators are always
responsible for contributing a proportion of the costs, including WS-Montana
administrative overhead. In the event that feral swine are discovered in Montana, APHIS-
WS’ Feral Swine Damage Management Program would provide federal funding at the
WS-Montana State Director’s request for a Strategic Local Project with the goal of
eradication (USDA Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service et al. 2015). MDOL
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would also provide funds for a feral swine eradication program if federal funds are not
available or sufficient (MCA § 81-29-106).

APHIS-WS’ stated mission, developed through a strategic planning process, is:

e “To provide leadership in wildlife damage management in the protection of
America’s agricultural, industrial and natural resources, and

e To safeguard public health and safety (APHIS-WS Directive 1.201).

To facilitate long-term strategic planning, APHIS-WS identified a list of core program
functions in the APHIS-WS 2020-2024 Strategic Plan (U.S. Department of Agriculture
2019), including these functions relevant to WS-Montana:

e Predation management for the protection of livestock

e Protection of agricultural resources and property from wildlife damage
e Single, residential wildlife control requests

e Airport wildlife hazard management

e Conducting wildlife damage research

e Emergency response functions/monitoring and surveillance of zoonotic diseases
Directive 3.101 states:

“APHIS-WS is specifically authorized to enter into cooperative programs with
Government agencies, public or private institutions, organizations associations or
private citizens to manage conflicts with wild animals. By coordinating Federal
Government involvement in managing wildlife conflicts and/or damage, WS
officials help ensure that wildlife management activities are environmentally
sound and conducted in compliance with applicable Federal, State, and local laws
and regulations, including two significant environmental laws, the Endangered
Species Act and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).”

“Wildlife Services’ successes in developing and providing its expertise in WDM
methodologies, and strategies have increasingly created methodologies, strategies,
and opportunities for private industry to provide similar WDM services. WS
activities are differentiated from commercial WDM activities by among other
things, adherences to the environmental protection requirements promulgated
under NEPA....WS may implement methods approved exclusively for WS
personnel who are the only individuals, public or private, that are trained and
certified in their use. WS cooperates with private businesses by: 1) providing
technical training at State, regional, and national conferences; 2) developing
certain WDM methods and registering certain chemical or pesticide WDM
products for use by the industry and the public, and 3) assisting businesses by
applying WS-specific management methods when requested.”

The APHIS-WS program carries out its federal mission for helping to solve problems that
occur when human activity and wildlife are in conflict with one another through:
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¢ Providing training to governmental and commercial wildlife damage management
professionals when requested;

e Developing and improving strategies to reduce economic losses and threats to
humans from wildlife;

e Collecting, evaluating, and disseminating information on wildlife damage
management techniques;

e Responding to requests for assistance with wildlife damage management
situations, including providing technical advice and a source for loaned, limited-
use management materials and equipment such as cage traps and pyrotechnics;
informing and educating the public and cooperators on how to avoid or reduce
wildlife damage; and/or addressing the problem through direct action.

1.5.2.1.2 WS-Montana Goals and Objectives

The goal of WS-Montana is to meet the APHIS-WS mission of professionally supporting
the coexistence of humans and wildlife by conducting IPDM. WS-Montana staff
consistently respond to all requests for assistance to meet the following components of
the goal by:

e Responding in a timely and appropriate way to all requests for assistance.

¢ Providing that responses, whether over the phone, or conducted in the field,
follow the formal decision process of the APHIS-WS Decision Model as specified
in APHIS-WS Directive 2.201, Section 2.3.1.2 (hereafter called the Decision
Model)(Slate et al. 1992, USDA Wildlife Services 2014b) to evaluate, formulate,
and implement or recommend the most effective IPDM strategy.

e Recommending IPDM strategies that effectively reduce or eliminate damage and
risks caused by the offending animal(s) to resolve conflicts with humans and their
valued resources, health, and safety.

These IPDM strategies may be both short- and/or long-term, and are often a combination
of lethal and/or non-lethal methodologies to ensure maximum effectiveness, selectivity
and humaneness.

The WS-Montana objectives are to:

e Professionally and proficiently respond to all reported and verified losses or
threats due to predators using the IPDM approach using the Decision Model.
IPDM must be consistent with all applicable federal, state, and local laws,
APHIS-WS policies and directives, cooperative service agreements, MOUs, and
other requirements as provided in any decision resulting from this EA.

¢ Implement IPDM such that cumulative effects do not negatively affect the
viability of any native predator populations.

e Ensure that actions conducted within the IPDM strategy fall within the
management goals and objectives of applicable wildlife damage management
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plans or guidance as determined by the jurisdictional state, tribal, or federal
wildlife management agency.

e Minimize non-target effects by using the Decision Model to select the most
effective, selective, and humane remedies available, given legal, environmental,
and other constraints.

e Incorporate the use of appropriate and effective new and existing lethal and non-
lethal technologies, where appropriate, into technical and direct assistance
strategies.

APHIS-WS’ activities are conducted in accordance with applicable federal, state, and
local laws, Work Initiation Documents (WIDs), cooperative service agreements, (Section
1.8), Memoranda of Understanding (MOU) (Sections 1.8 and 1.9), and other applicable
agreements and requirements, and the directives found in the WS Program Policy
Manual, updated April 20, 2016
(https://www.aphis.usda.gov/aphis/ourfocus/wildlifedamage/sa_ws_program_directives).
These documents establish the need for requested work, legal authorities allowing the
requested work, and the respective responsibilities of APHIS-WS and its cooperators.

1.5.2.2 How Does APHIS-WS Ensure the Implementation of Professional IWDM
Practices?

Each APHIS-WS state office carries out the APHIS-WS mission in accordance with the
differing management goals and requests in its state. IWDM activities can include
providing assistance with IWDM for the purposes of managing property and asset
damage and losses, protecting special status wildlife, reducing or eliminating invasive
species, protecting human health or safety, managing diseases that can be passed from
wildlife to people or domestic animals (zoonoses), and conducting research.

Per APHIS-WS policy and practice, APHIS-WS State Directors and District Supervisors
are professional wildlife biologists. Supervisors oversee teams of highly trained and
specialized wildlife biologists, specialists, and other field personnel. Employee
characteristics identified in the Code of Ethics (Directive 1.301) include commitment to
compliance with legal requirements; honesty; integrity; accountability; continual learning
and professional development; showing high levels of respect for people, property,
wildlife, and varying viewpoints regarding wildlife and wildlife management;
conservation of natural resources; using the most selective and humane methods
available, with preference given to non-lethal methods when practical and effective;
using the Decision Model to resolve IWDM problems; providing expertise on managing
wildlife damage to the public upon request; and working in a safe and responsible
manner.

All field personnel are experienced in wildlife management, competent, and are highly
trained in a diversity of methods described in in detail in Appendix A, as needed and
appropriate, and are trained with periodic refreshers, in:

e The safe and proficient use of firearms (WS Directive 2.615);
e The safe involvement in aerial operations (WS Directives 2.620 and 2.305);

e The safe and proficient use of explosives and pyrotechnics (WS Directive 2.625);
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e The safe use and management of hazardous materials (WS Directive 2.465);
e The safe and compliant use of pesticides (WS Directive 2.401);
e The safe and proficient use of M-44s (WS Directive 2.415); and

e The safe and humane use of immobilizing and euthanizing drugs (WS Direct
2.430).

e The safety and health program (WS Directive 2.605)

Professional and state agencies, councils, and wildlife management organizations have
recognized APHIS-WS and individual employees for their work in wildlife conservation
as part of IWDM, including examples such as: the Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Director’s Stewardship Award; recognition for bird aircraft strike hazard work at Nellis
Air Force Base; USFS 2016 Eastern Region Honor Award for work managing feral swine
damage on the Wayne National Forest; Michigan Aeronautics Commission Award of
Excellence; Michigan Department of Natural Resources 2015 Oscar Warbeck Award for
outstanding partnership in managing BASH; USFWS 2016 recognition award for efforts
leading to the return of the black-footed ferret to Meeteetse, WY; National Invasive
Special Council 2015 Invasive Species Leadership/Aquatic Award; The Wildlife Society
2008 Caesar Kleberg Award for Excellence in Applied Wildlife Research; and the Wolf
Recovery Foundation Alpha Award for achievements and contributions benefitting wolf
recovery in multiple years. In addition, APHIS-WS received the 2014 Presidential
Migratory Bird Federal Stewardship Award for non-lethal localized management of
conflicts between raptors and humans.

APHIS-WS biologists and employees also regularly contribute to the development of
new management methodologies, publish professional articles in respected scientific
journals and popular publications, and provide presentations at professional conferences.

1.5.2.3 How Does APHIS-WS Operate?

APHIS-WS personnel respond to requests for assistance with problems, by reviewing the
circumstances to determine whether wildlife caused the problem, and, if so, identifying
which species of wildlife were involved. Recommendations are then made to the
requester for one or more courses of action they can take to minimize the risk of further
damage (APHIS-WS Directive 2.201). This first type of action is called “technical
assistance” wherein APHIS-WS personnel recommend actions that can be implemented
by the resource owner or manager, such as better fencing, closer husbandry of livestock,
or removing the offending animal themselves compliant with applicable laws.

APHIS-WS field personnel may also act directly in response to a request for assistance,
called Direct Assistance activities. These actions can include non-lethal techniques such
as harassment and/or lethal measures that remove the offending animal(s), such as
capturing them with specialized equipment and conducting euthanasia when needed. The
actions can occur in urban or field settings, including secured and limited use areas such
as military bases and airports. Before wildlife damage management of any type is
conducted, a Work Initiation Document must be signed by a representative of WS-
Montana and the land/resource owner or manager. For work on federal lands, an Annual
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Work Plan is developed in coordination with the land management administrator or
agency representative and WS-Montana to outline how work is to be conducted (per
MOUs with the USFS and BLM, Section 1.8).

The APHIS-WS Directive 2.101 states:

“When responding to requests for assistance, WS may provide technical
assistance, direct control assistance, and/or research assistance. Technical and
direct control assistance...may involve the use of either lethal or non-lethal
methods, or a combination of the two. Preference is given to non-lethal methods
when practical and effective.”

Trained and experienced field personnel determine the appropriate IPDM methodologies
to recommend and/or implement using the Decision Model to assess the problem,;
evaluate the effectiveness of the various IPDM methods available; recommend strategies
based on short-term and long-term effectiveness and possible restrictions, constraints, and
environmental considerations and costs; discusses the options with the cooperator; and
formulates a strategy. WS then provides the appropriate assistance, and in collaboration
with cooperators, monitors for effectiveness. The use of the Decision Model is discussed
in more detail in Section 2.3.1.2.

The ultimate intent of APHIS-WS personnel responding to a request for assistance is to
develop and, when appropriate, implement strategies to alleviate and/or avoid wildlife
damage and threats to human/companion animal health or safety, using one or more of
the following strategies:

» Manage the resource being damaged so it is more difficult for the wildlife to
cause the damage.

» Manage the wild animals responsible for or associated with the damage in lethal
and/or non-lethal ways so they cannot continue to cause damage and potentially
train their young or conspecifics to cause such damage, and/or

* Create physical separation of the protected resource and the problem animals so
that the damage is inherently minimized.

All APHIS-WS actions are consistent with applicable federal, state, and local laws and
regulations (APHIS-WS Directive 2.201). All actions must be consistent with
memoranda of understanding and agreements with federal and state agencies, such as
MFWP, USFWS, USFS, or BLM, if the actions involve those agencies. Most
importantly, as a federal agency, all APHIS-WS actions must be in compliance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Endangered Species Act (ESA), the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (MBTA), and FIFRA, as well as the federal and state
statutes and regulations discussed in this EA (Section 2.4.4) and in Appendix B.

When requested to assist with [IPDM problems, the WS-Montana decision is whether or
not to participate based on authority, jurisdiction, funding, and a professional
determination of the scientific appropriateness and effectiveness of the proposed strategy.
MFWP and MDOL are authorized to control the threat of predator-related damage to
wildlife populations under their authority using hunting seasons and administrative
removals of predators. The USFWS is authorized to manage ESA-listed species,
migratory birds, and eagles (Section 2.4.4 and Appendix B). Therefore, when requested
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by MFWP, MDOL, or the USFWS to conduct IPDM for protection or management of
species under their jurisdiction, especially if the requested action involves localized
population reduction, WS-Montana evaluates the potential effectiveness and
appropriateness of their involvement before making a final decision to assist. WS-
Montana considers whether such actions would be strategically planned to occur at a
specific time when the managed wildlife population is vulnerable to predation, such as
during calving or lambing, and when population reductions are determined to be
necessary on a temporary and short-term basis.

WS-Montana activities are described in detail in Section 2.3.1 (Alternative 1) and
Appendix A.

1.6 What Actions Are Outside of the Authority of APHIS-WS?

It is important to remember that APHIS-WS does not have any authority to manage
wildlife other than the authority provided by Congress for assisting with wildlife-caused
damage (Animal Damage Control Act, DCA). APHIS-WS policy is to respond to
requests for assistance with managing wildlife damage. Managing wildlife populations
and even individual wild animals is under the legal jurisdiction of state wildlife agencies,
the USFWS/National Marine Fisheries Service for ESA-listed species, the USFWS for
migratory birds and eagles, and tribal governments on tribal lands, and APHIS-WS defers
to the applicable laws.

APHIS-WS has no authority to determine national policy regarding use and commitment
of local, state, tribal or federal resources or lands for economic use by private entities,
such as livestock grazing, or timber growth and harvest, nor use of private lands such as
for livestock feedlots, or government, commercial, or residential development.

APHIS-WS does not make public land-use management decisions. Policies that
determine the multiple uses of public lands are based on Congressional acts through laws
such as the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 and the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act (FLPMA) for the BLM, and the Forest Service Organic Act of 1897 and the Multiple
Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960 for the Forest Service. Congressional appropriations
support the implementation of these authorities. In contrast, WS-Montana only addresses
predator damage management upon request (Section 1.5 and WS Directive 2.201).

WS-Montana cannot use pesticides unless they are approved by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) per FIFRA and are registered for use in Montana. WS-
Montana must ensure that all storage, use, and disposal by WS-Montana personnel are
consistent with FIFRA label requirements and WS Directive 2.401.

APHIS-WS does not make wildlife management decisions. Each state has full authority
and jurisdiction to manage the native wildlife within its boundaries, unless authority is
granted to another governmental entity, such as the USFWS per the ESA, MBTA, or the
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA).

In Montana, most native wildlife species are managed by MFWP per Montana Code
Annotated (MCA) §87-1-201 and 87-5-105. The USFWS (Department of Interior) has
authority over wildlife and plant species listed per the Endangered Species Act of 1973
(Public Law 93-205, 15 USC 1531 as amended). The State of Montana has its own
Endangered Species Act (MCA §87-5-103 and 87-5-107), which is compiled from
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species native to Montana listed on the United States’ list of endangered fish and wildlife.
This list of endangered species can be found at ARM 12.5.201 and is a sublist of the
USFWS list of endangered species in Montana

Invasive feral swine are managed by MDOL (MCA §81-29-103) as are coyotes, red fox,
and any other individual animal causing depredations upon livestock (MCA §81-7-101).

Migratory birds are managed by the USFWS per the MBTA. The USFWS also manages
waterfowl hunting and take of migratory birds, whether intentional or incidental to other
activities pursuant with this law. Under some circumstances, permits from the USFWS
are available for activities that would involve take of native migratory birds, which
includes pursuing, hunting, taking, capturing, or killing migratory birds, or destroying
any active nest or live egg.

The USFWS is also the authority for managing intentional and non-purposeful take of
bald and golden eagles through the issuance of permits under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act of 1940, as amended (BGEPA).

WS-Montana has no authority for determining the appropriate management of wildlife
populations that are under the jurisdiction of MFWP and MDOL per their statutes,
regulations, and species management plans and strategies, or management of species
regulated in accordance with the ESA, the MBTA, or the BGEPA. Rather, WS-Montana
responds to governmental and non-governmental requests for assistance in managing
wildlife damage and threats.

For more details on the various federal and state laws regarding wildlife management and
protection, see Section 2.4.4 and Appendix B.

1.7 What are the State of Montana’s Authorities and Objectives for Managing
Wildlife Damage?

It is APHIS-WS policy to comply with applicable state laws (APHIS-WS Directive
2.210) and APHIS-WS’ practice to cooperate with states in managing wildlife damage.
MFWP manages wildlife under its jurisdiction.

The mission of MFWP is to:

“provide for the stewardship of the fish, wildlife, parks, and recreational resources
of Montana, while contributing to the quality of life for present and future
generations.” (https://fwp.mt.gov/aboutfwp/our-vision).

Furthermore, one of MFWP’s core values as listed in the Vision Guide
(https://fwp.mt.gov/aboutfwp/our-vision) is to provide stewardship. MFWP’s Vision and
Guide 2016-2026 states, “We manage for healthy and abundant fish and wildlife
populations, improve and protect habitat, and protect and restore cultural and historical
resources.”

MFWP has the following policies for managing wildlife per Montana Code Annotated
2017 (MCA) §87-1-102:
(1) Except as provided in subsection (11), the department shall supervise all the
wildlife, fish, game, game and nongame birds, waterfowl, and the game and fur-
bearing animals of the state and may implement voluntary programs that encourage
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hunting access on private lands and that promote harmonious relations between
landowners and the hunting public. The department possesses all powers necessary
to fulfill the duties prescribed by law and to bring actions in the proper courts of
this state for the enforcement of the fish and game laws and the rules adopted by
the department.

(2) Except as provided in subsection (11), the department shall enforce all the
laws of the state regarding the protection, preservation, management, and
propagation of fish, game, fur-bearing animals, and game and nongame birds within
the state.

(3) The department has the exclusive power to spend for the protection,
preservation, management, and propagation of fish, game, fur-bearing animals, and
game and nongame birds all state funds collected or acquired for that purpose,
whether arising from state appropriation, licenses, fines, gifts, or otherwise. Money
collected or received from the sale of hunting and fishing licenses or permits, from
the sale of seized game or hides, from fines or damages collected for violations of
the fish and game laws, or from appropriations or received by the department from
any other sources is under the control of the department and is available for
appropriation to the department.

(4) The department may discharge any appointee or employee of the department
for cause at any time.

(5) The department may dispose of all property owned by the state used for the
protection, preservation, management, and propagation of fish, game, fur-bearing
animals, and game and nongame birds that is of no further value or use to the state
and shall turn over the proceeds from the sale to the state treasurer to be credited to
the fish and game account in the state special revenue fund.

(6) The department may not issue permits to carry firearms within this state to
anyone except regularly appointed officers or wardens.

(7) Except as provided in subsection (11), the department is authorized to make,
promulgate, and enforce reasonable rules and regulations not inconsistent with the
provisions of Title 87, chapter 2, that in its judgment will accomplish the purpose
of chapter 2.

(8) The department is authorized to promulgate rules relative to tagging,
possession, or transportation of bear within or outside of the state.

(9) (a) The department shall implement programs that:

(1) manage wildlife, fish, game, and nongame animals in a manner
that prevents the need for listing under 87-5-107 or under the federal
Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. 1531, et seq.;

(i1) manage listed species, sensitive species, or a species that is a
potential candidate for listing under 87-5-107 or under the federal
Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. 1531, et seq., in a manner that
assists in the maintenance or recovery of those species;
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(ii1)) manage elk, deer, and antelope populations based on habitat
estimates determined as provided in 87-1-322 and maintain elk,
deer, and antelope population numbers at or below population
estimates as provided in 87-1-323. In implementing an elk
management plan, the department shall, as necessary to achieve
harvest and population objectives, request that land management
agencies open public lands and public roads to public access during
the big game hunting season.

(iv) in accordance with the forest management plan required by 87-
1-622, address fire mitigation, pine beetle infestation, and wildlife
habitat enhancement giving priority to forested lands in excess of 50
contiguous acres in any state park, fishing access site, or wildlife
management area under the department's jurisdiction.

(b) In maintaining or recovering a listed species, a sensitive species, or a
species that is a potential candidate for listing, the department shall seek, to
the fullest extent possible, to balance maintenance or recovery of those
species with the social and economic impacts of species maintenance or
recovery.

(¢) Any management plan developed by the department pursuant to this
subsection (9) is subject to the requirements of Title 75, chapter 1, part 1.

(d) This subsection (9) does not affect the ownership or possession, as
authorized under law, of a privately held listed species, a sensitive species,
or a species that is a potential candidate for listing.

(10) The department shall publish an annual game count, estimating to the
department's best ability the numbers of each species of game animal, as defined in
87-2-101, in the hunting districts and administrative regions of the state. In
preparing the publication, the department may incorporate field observations,
hunter reporting statistics, or any other suitable method of determining game
numbers. The publication must include an explanation of the basis used in
determining the game count.

(11) The department may not regulate the use or possession of firearms, firearm
accessories, or ammunition, including the chemical elements of ammunition used
for hunting. This does not prevent:

(a) therestriction of certain hunting seasons to the use of specified hunting
arms, such as the establishment of special archery seasons;

(b) for human safety, the restriction of certain areas to the use of only
specified hunting arms, including bows and arrows, traditional handguns,
and muzzle loading rifles;

(c) the restriction of the use of shotguns for the hunting of deer and elk
pursuant to 87-6-401(1)(f);
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(d) the regulation of migratory game bird hunting pursuant to 87-3-403;
or

(e) the restriction of the use of rifles for bird hunting pursuant to 87-6-
401(1)(g) or (1)(h).

Further, MFWP has the following policies for managing nongame and endangered species
per MCA §87-5-103:

(1) The legislature, mindful of its constitutional obligations under Article II,
section 3, and Article IX of the Montana constitution, has enacted The Nongame
and Endangered Species Conservation Act. It is the legislature's intent that the
requirements of this part provide adequate remedies for the protection of the
environmental life support system from degradation and provide adequate remedies
to prevent unreasonable depletion and degradation of natural resources.

(2) The legislature finds and declares all of the following:

(a) thatitis the policy of this state to manage certain nongame wildlife for
human enjoyment, for scientific purposes, and to ensure their perpetuation
as members of ecosystems;

(b) that species or subspecies of wildlife indigenous to this state that may
be found to be endangered within the state should be protected in order to
maintain and, to the extent possible, enhance their numbers;

(c) that the state should assist in the protection of species or subspecies of
wildlife that are considered to be endangered elsewhere by prohibiting the
taking, possession, transportation, exportation, processing, sale or offer for
sale, or shipment within this state of species or subspecies of wildlife unless
those actions will assist in preserving or propagating the species or
subspecies.

Harvest regulations proposed by MFWP for fish, game, species in need of management,
and furbearer species are subject to public review and input before being adopted by the
MFWP Commission. Harvest regulations are designed to provide public recreational
opportunity and reduce conflicts between wildlife and other land uses while ensuring
perpetuation of healthy viable wildlife populations. MFWP is also authorized to
cooperate with WS-Montana and MDOL for controlling predatory animals (MCA §87-1-
201, §87-1-225).

The state provides two definitions of predatory animals. For the purposes of hunting
regulations, "predatory animals" include coyote, weasel, skunk, and civet cat (MCA §87-
2-101). Hunting of these species is not regulated; they can be shot in Montana year-
round without a license by both resident and nonresident hunters. Coyotes, red fox, and
"other animals causing depredation upon livestock" are also classified as predatory
animals under MCA §81-7-101-102 and regulatory control of these animals to protect
livestock is managed by MDOL. There are also no regulations restricting hunting of
nongame species. "Nongame wildlife" means any wild mammal, bird, amphibian,
reptile, fish, mollusk, crustacean, or other animal not otherwise legally classified by
statute or regulation of this state (MCA §87-2-101). Examples of these species include
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raccoon, red fox, badgers, hares, marmots, tree squirrels, ground squirrels and prairie
dogs.

MDOL is authorized to enter into agreements with WS-Montana and MFWP (MCA §81-
7-102) for the control of predatory animals to provide for the “protection and
safeguarding of livestock and poultry in this state against depredations from these
animals.” The term livestock is defined differently throughout the Montana Code
Annotated. Included in these variations are cattle, sheep, swine, goats, horses, mules,
asses, llamas, alpacas, bison, ostriches, rheas, emus, poultry, honey bees, alternative
livestock as defined in §87-4-406, and domestic ungulates (MCA §15-1-101, §15-24-921,
§81-2-702). MCA §87-3-127 further authorizes the use of dogs to pursue stock-killing
black bears, mountain lions, and bobcats, and requires traps used to capture bears be
inspected every 12 hours. Under MCA §81-7-103-104, MDOL is also authorized and
directed to contribute monies “for the purpose of protecting livestock in the state against
destruction, depredation, and injury by predatory animals, whether the livestock is on
lands in private ownership, in the ownership of the state, or in the ownership of the
United States, including open ranges and all lands of public domain.” These
authorizations and the Administrative Rules of Montana 32.22.101 through 32.22.106
form the basis for the cooperative relationship between MDOL and WS-Montana.

MDOL is also responsible for issuing aerial shooting permits per the Fish and Wildlife
Act of 1956, as amended, and for administering an aerial program to reduce damage
caused by predatory animals (MCA §81-7-501, §81-7-502, §81-7-505). An MOU
between WS-Montana and MDOL establishes a cooperative relationship, outlines
responsibilities, and sets forth annual objectives and goals of each agency for resolving
predator damage in Montana. MDOL is further responsible for managing eradication of
feral swine (MCA §81-29-102), and WS-Montana can survey and remove feral swine
under the MOU between MDOL and WS-Montana.

To increase social tolerance for large predators, damage by grizzly bears, wolves, and
mountain lions is compensated by the Montana Livestock Loss Board (MLLB) which
was established by MCA §2-15-3110 to fulfill the compensation provisions of the Gray
Wolf Management Plan (Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks 2003) and Grizzly Bear
Management plans (Dood et al. 2006, Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks 2013) established
in MCA §2-15-3111 through 2-15-3113. The program is based on the beliefs that both
government and livestock producers want to take reasonable and cost-effective measures
to reduce losses, and that livestock owners should not incur disproportionate impacts as a
result of the recovery of Montana’s wolf and grizzly populations. The source of funding
for compensation payments in recent years has been primarily the state general fund
(MCA §81-1-110). As a state operated program, the MLLB has a trust fund that can be
funded with tax deductible gifts, grants, appropriations, or allocations from any source
per Internal Revenue Service section 170(c)(1). This is similar to a 501(c) (3) private
nonprofit organization. Livestock covered by this program are cattle, swine, horses,
mules, sheep, goats, llamas, and livestock guarding animals. The MLLB is authorized,
by MCA §81-1-113 to use half the money transferred into the Livestock Loss Reduction
and Mitigation Restricted Account (MCA §81-1-112) pursuant to subsection (2) to
contract with APHIS-WS. The MLLB is an independent board administratively attached
to the MDOL.
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Montana Department of Agriculture (MDA) manages the pesticide laws in Montana that
regulate use of sodium cyanide, DRC-1339, and gas cartridges which may be used to
reduce conflicts with select predators. WS-Montana registers these chemicals with
MDA, and all WS-Montana restricted use pesticide users become certified pesticide
applicators through MDA. MDA conducts random and unannounced inspections on WS-
Montana pesticide applicators. In Indian Country, Tribal Inspectors conduct inspections
on WS-Montana pesticide applicators.

Free-ranging and feral dogs can be threats to human health and safety, agriculture, natural
resources, and property (Bergman et al. 2009). Under Montana state law (MCA §81-7-
401) dogs may be killed by the livestock owner, their agent/employee, or the dog owner
if the dog is caught in the act of killing, injuring, or harassing livestock. MCA §81-7-402
states that any owner of a dog found in the act of killing or injuring livestock is liable for
damages to the livestock. In Montana, control of free-ranging dogs and cats is generally
the responsibility of local governmental agencies, county or municipal animal control
officials, or county sheriffs. WS-Montana policy allows WS-Montana personnel to assist
in feral and free-ranging dog or cat control at the request of local authorities upon
approval of the WS-Montana State Director.

APHIS-WS Directive 2.340 regarding responding to damage caused by feral, free-
ranging, and hybrid dogs states that such actions will be coordinated either for each
project or programmatically with state, local and tribal authorities before taking action,
and that each state will develop a state-level policy. WS-Montana’s policy is to:

“Only conduct dog damage management when requested in writing from the
municipal, county, tribal, or state government entity with jurisdiction over dogs.
The written request must be received by the State Director. That request must
identify the need and the status of the dogs (feral, free-ranging, hybrid). Such
work by WS-Montana must be in coordination with the municipal, county, tribal,
or state agency with jurisdiction over management of dogs throughout the
operation after having gained concurrence from such entity. In non-urban areas,
WS-Montana personnel may conduct feral, free-ranging, and hybrid dog damage
management to protect agriculture and animal husbandry, natural resources, and
human health and safety. In urban areas, WS-Montana may conduct feral, free-
ranging, or hybrid dog damage management for the protection of human health
and safety. On airports/airfields, WS-Montana may conduct feral, free-ranging,
or hybrid dog damage management for the protection of human health and safety
in urban or non-urban areas.”

Per the APHIS-WS Directive, the field employee capturing any free-ranging dog that is
determined to be a pet they shall inform the owner, if possible, as soon as is practical.
WS-Montana is infrequently called to respond to feral or free-roaming dog complaints
(less than 1% of all responses of the species in this EA), as these are usually handled by
local officials.

MFWP also has developed numerous management plans for managed species in
Montana. MFWP has management and/or conservation plans for management of:

e Gray wolf (Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks 2003)
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e Mountain lion (Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks 2019b)
e Grizzly bear (Dood et al. 2006, Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks 2013)
e Black bear (Mace and Chilton-Radant 2011)

Portions of these plans as appropriate are integrated into this EA as needed to support
needs and analyses within the context of appropriate state policies.

1.8 How Does WS-Montana Work with Federal, State, and County Agencies?

1.8.1 How Does WS-Montana Work with MFWP, MDOL, MLLB, and Counties?

When assistance is requested from MFWP, MDOL, or MLLB for a predator damage-
related problem that involves a state agency, WS-Montana cooperates with the state
agency per applicable Montana statutes and regulations, and in accordance with
guidelines, restrictions, and objectives set forth by these MFWP management and
conservation plans and cooperative service agreements. WS-Montana can act as an agent
for MFWP, MDOL, MLLB, or a landowner, depending on the entity requesting
assistance.

The MFWP, MDOL, MLLB, counties, tribes, associations, and private entities form the
basis of cooperative WS-Montana IPDM work activities. The MFWP, MDOL, MLLB,
and counties are authorized by MCA §81-7-102-104, §81-7-501-502, and §87-1-201 to
allocate funds to mutually cooperate with WS-Montana for wildlife damage control of
predatory animals. MDOL and MFWP sometimes request assistance with monitoring
and control of livestock diseases that have a wildlife component.

WS-Montana has Cooperative Service Agreements, Annual Work Plans, and MOUs with
MFWP and MDOL and a Cooperative Service Agreement and an Annual Work Plan with
MLLB. These documents establish a cooperative relationship between WS-Montana and
MFWP, MDOL, and MLLB, outline responsibilities and agreements for funding, and set
forth objectives and goals for resolving wildlife damage conflicts in Montana.
Recognizing that the wording of these agreements may change upon renewal, it is not
expected that future conditions included in the agreements would have environmental
relevance not already evaluated in this EA.

Under the MOU, Cooperative Service Agreement, and Annual Work Plan with MFWP,
WS-Montana provides professional assistance upon request to resolve wildlife and
human conflicts related to certain wildlife damage to agriculture, horticulture, animal
husbandry, forest and range resources, and public health and safety caused by black
bears, mountain lions, grizzly bears, and wolves. MFWP, as the lead agency, may
request assistance from WS-Montana for any species under their primary responsibility,
with WS-Montana acting as their agent for PDM work. While WS-Montana is acting as
an agent for MFWP for PDM work under state agency jurisdiction, MFWP is the lead
agency at all times. MFWP is responsible for issuing any required permits for
management actions.

The Cooperative Service Agreement and MOU with MDOL assigns responsibility to
APHS-WS for providing supervision of the cooperative aerial predator damage
management program that ensures work is conducted in accordance with the latest
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wildlife damage management practices. DOL provides two helicopters for use in the
aerial program, and WS-Montana oversees the day to day operation and maintenance.
Further, state law provides for cooperation between MDOL and WS-Montana (§81-7-
102, §81-7-501, and §81-29-102), and MDOL provides funds to WS-Montana for the
control of predatory animals (MCA §81-7-102-104 and §81-7-501-502). Therefore, WS-
Montana can operate under federal authority as well as the authority of state law to work
directly for cooperators.

The Cooperative Service Agreement with MLLB provides funds and authority to WS-
Montana to implement a non-lethal program for the management of damage to livestock
in Montana caused by gray wolves, grizzly bears, and mountain lions. The non-lethal
program may include, but is not limited to, depredation investigations and necropsies,
writing of investigative reports, capture and chemical immobilization, transfer of custody,
radio-collaring, surveillance, monitoring, and implementation of non-lethal methods to
reduce livestock predation caused by gray wolves, grizzly bears, and mountain lions. The
MLLB provides funds to WS-Montana as authorized by MCA §81-1-112 to implement
this program.

At other times, when not working as an agent for MFWP, MDOL, or MLLB, WS-
Montana has authority under the Animal Damage Control Act of 1931 and subsequent
amendments allowing for WS-Montana to enter into agreements with public and private
entities. Additionally, MCA §81-7-505. §87-6-106, §87-3-127, and §81-29-102 allow
property owners or their agents to address predators and/or damage caused by wildlife on
their property. [While MCA §87-6-106 will regulate grizzly bear take once the species is
delisted, current federal regulations regarding grizzly bear take (see below and 40 CFR
31734, July 28, 1975) supersede this state law.] WS-Montana therefore may either act as
an agent for MFWP, MDOL, MLLB, or may directly act for requesting land/resource
owners to address wildlife damage conflicts under legislative authority and state law.

The pertinent components of current WS-Montana MOUSs and Cooperative Service
Agreements with MFWP, MDOL, and MLLB include:

A. MFWP/WS-Montana MOU for Grizzly Bears, Gray Wolves, Black Bears, and
Mountain Lion Damage Management

An MOU has been established for the management of grizzly bears, gray wolf, black
bears, and mountain lion damage management. Below are important excerpts:

e “Both parties will cooperate by providing facilities, equipment, personnel, and
funds to conduct a joint program in the State of Montana, which will prevent or
minimize the economic effects of depredations caused by wildlife and contribute
to conservation of native wildlife.”

e “WS will be responsible for responding to livestock depredation complaints
involving grizzly bears, wolves, black bears, and mountain lions. All livestock
depredation complaints will be referred to WS. If requested by WS, and if time
and financial resources are available, FWP will assist WS.”

e “FWP will be responsible for responding to non-livestock complaints involving
grizzly bears, wolves, black bears, and mountain lions. All non-livestock
complaints will be referred to FWP. If requested by FWP, and if time and
financial resources are available, WS will assist FWP.”
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o “WS will apply an Integrated Wildlife Damage Management (IWDM) approach
to resolving conflicts. IWDM includes the integration and application of all
practical methods of prevention and control to minimize wildlife damage.
Providing a responsive and effective program that is scientifically sound and
socially acceptable promotes tolerance and avoids the likelihood of untrained and
unqualified public from attempting solutions on their own, which may be
detrimental to wildlife, the environment, and people.”

The entire MOU is available by contacting the WS State Director's Office, P.O. Box
1938, Billings, MT 59101

B. MFWP/WS-Montana Cooperative Service Agreement for Predatory Animal
Damage Control

WS-Montana also has a Cooperative Service Agreement with MEWP that provides for
mutual consultations, development of Annual Work Plans, compliance with NEPA and
other laws, and payment of services for wildlife damage management actions taken at the
request of MFWP.

The resulting Annual Work Plan typically includes the following goals and objectives:

e To confer and plan a WDM program that addresses the need for managing
predatory species.

e Asa federal agency, WS-Montana must determine that compliance with NEPA,
ESA, and other applicable federal environmental statutes are completed before
undertaking any wildlife damage management actions.

e Objectives/Goals: 1) To facilitate wildlife animal damage management in
Montana by APHIS-WS to help achieve wildlife management objectives of
MFWP; 2) To manage wolves consistent with MCA §81-1-217 and the Montana
Wolf Management Plan to sustain the wolf population and integrate wolves into
overall wildlife management programs in Montana; and 3)To focus management
actions on capture, monitoring, and incremental control of wolves, as well as
proactive preventative actions to help reduce or minimize potential for wolf
predation on livestock.

e WS-Montana will use field personnel to respond to requests for assistance in
controlling and destroying predatory animals that are or may be destructive to
agricultural crops, products and activities, but excluding game birds and other
birds determined by the MFWP to be in need of protection.

e Methods used by WS-Montana may include lethal and non-lethal methods with
trap check times recommended by MFWP or state regulations for predatory
animals.

C. MDOL/WS-Montana Cooperative Service Agreement for IWDM Actions

WS-Montana has a Cooperative Service Agreement with MDOL that provides for mutual
consultations, development of annual work plans, compliance with NEPA and other laws,
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and payment of services for wildlife damage management actions taken at the request of
MDOL.

The resultant Work Plan typically includes the following goals and objectives:

e WS-Montana will provide supervision of direct assistance programs to facilitate
control of damage to livestock in Montana caused by predatory wild animals.
WS-Montana will ensure work is conducted in accordance with the latest wildlife
damage management practices and is congruent with bird and mammal
management programs.

e Objectives/Goals: To utilize two turbine helicopters owned by DOL to provide
aerial operations to Montana livestock producers and others requesting
management of predatory animals to protect livestock from predation by wildlife.

D. MDOL/WS-Montana MOU for Aerial Operations in Montana

e Both parties will develop annually a plan for aircraft usage and an estimate of
costs for aircraft repairs, maintenance and engine replacement/rebuilds.

e Objectives/Goals: 1) To carry out aerial operations in Montana; and 2) to
facilitate the cooperative aerial predator damage management program between
the MDOL and WS-Montana through the use and management of two helicopters
owned by MDOL and used by WS-Montana to provide services to Montana
livestock producers and other requesting assistance in controlling damage caused
by predatory animals.

This MOU is available by contacting the WS State Director's Office, P.O. Box 1938,
Billings, MT 59101.

E. MDOL/WS-Montana Cooperative Service Agreement for the Utilization of the
State Voluntary Wolf Management Account

WS-Montana also has a Cooperative Service Agreement with MDOL that provides
guidelines for the use of funds from the voluntary wolf management account in the
special state revenue fund established in MCA §17-2-102 for wolf damage management.
Funds may be used for salaries, benefits, travel, and other expenses as necessary for WS-
Montana to perform the Agreement activities. All equipment and supplies purchased
under the terms of this agreement will remain the property of WS-Montana.

The resultant Work Plan typically includes the following goals and objectives:

e To utilize funding from the state voluntary wolf management account pursuant to
MCA §87-2-202 to manage wolves in a manner consistent with MCA §87-1-217
and the Montana Wolf Management Plan to sustain the wolf population and
integrate wolves into overall wildlife management plans in Montana.

e WS-Montana will provide an annual report on the use of funds, including but not
limited to flight time, collaring, and lethal control of wolves.

F. MLLB/WS-Montana Cooperative Service Agreement for Gray Wolf, Grizzly
Bear, and Mountain Lion Damage Management
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WS-Montana has a Cooperative Service Agreement with MLLB that provides for mutual
consultations, development of annual work plans, compliance with NEPA and other laws,
and payment of services for wildlife damage management actions taken at the request of
MLLB.

The Cooperative Service Agreement assigns responsibility to WS-Montana for
supervision of depredation investigations and necropsies, writing of investigative reports,
capture and chemical immobilization, transfer of custody, radio-collaring, surveillance,
monitoring, and implementation of non-lethal methods to manage damage to livestock in
Montana by gray wolves, grizzly bears, and mountain lions.

The resultant Work Plan typically includes the following goals and objectives:

e Objectives/Goals: 1) To insure that WS-Montana provides supervision of
nonlethal programs operations to insure work is conducted in accordance with the
latest WDM practices and is congruent with wolf and grizzly bear management
programs to reduce livestock predation caused by these species; and 2) to enhance
gray wolf and grizzly bear damage management work conducted by WS-Montana
to reduce predation on livestock by these two species.

Any state agencies not currently under an MOU or Cooperative Service Agreement with
WS-Montana may enter into one consistent with the analyses and impacts in this EA and
APHIS-WS policies and directives, and thereby the activities would be covered by this
EA.

1.8.2 How Does WS-Montana Work with Federal Agencies and Tribes?

1.8.2.1 How Does WS-Montana Work with the U.S. Forest Service and the BLM?

The USFS and the BLM manage federal lands under their jurisdiction for multiple uses,
including wildlife habitat, livestock grazing, timber, wilderness, cultural resources, and
recreation.

APHIS-WS coordinates with these land management agencies before performing IPDM
activities on lands under their jurisdiction through Annual Work Plans (AWPs) (See
Section 3.11). The federal land management agencies USFS and BLM prepare land
management plans per the National Forest Management Act (USFS) and Federal Land
Policy and Management Act (FLPMA; BLM) that guide long-range management
direction and include action constraints for protecting sensitive resources. At some time
either during or prior to the last five years, WS-Montana has been requested by grazing
permittees or state wildlife agencies to operate on most National Forests and BLM
Districts. Current work plans involve 7 national forests in Montana and 3 BLM districts
for protection of livestock and human safety. All national forests and BLM Districts may
request WS-Montana assistance with emergency work at any time.

For this EA, the USFS and BLM are consulting agencies and have been involved with
this EA to ensure consistency with their land management plans. WS-Montana currently
has AWPs with the following forests:

e Beaverhead-Deerlodge NF
e Bitterroot NF
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e Custer- Gallatin NF

e Flathead NF

e Helena-Lewis and Clark NF
e Kootenai NF

e Lolo NF

BLM has 3 districts, each with several field offices. WS-Montana currently has AWPs
with the following districts:

e Western Montana District
e North Central Montana District
e Fastern Montana Dakotas District

For WS-Montana, over the five years analyzed, less than 6.5% of take of target predators
and 4.5% of responses to conflicts with predator species occur on Federally managed
public land (MIS 2017).

1.8.2.2 What MOUs Does APHIS-WS Have with the U.S. Forest Service and BLM?
APHIS-WS has memoranda of understanding (MOUs) with the USFS and the BLM for
PDM work on federal lands and resources under their jurisdiction. These MOUs are
available by contacting the WS State Director's Office, P.O. Box 1938, Billings, MT
59101.

A. MOU with the Forest Service:

e Documents the cooperation between the USFS and APHIS-WS for managing
indigenous and feral vertebrates causing resource damage on National Forest
System lands; minimizing livestock losses due to predation by coyotes, mountain
lions, and other predators; managing wildlife diseases; managing invasive species;
and protecting other wildlife, plants, and habitat from damage as requested by the
Forest Service and/or state or federal wildlife management agencies.

e APHIS-WS evaluates needs for IPDM in cooperation with the USFS, and
develops and annually updates Annual Work Plans (AWPs) in cooperation with
the USFS and appropriate state and federal agencies, tribes, and others. USFS
cooperates with APHIS-WS to ensure that planned IPDM activities do not
conflict with other land uses, including human safety zones, and to ensure that
work plans are consistent with forest plans. APHIS-WS notifies the USFS before
conducting activities on National Forest System lands and provides reporting on
IPDM results.

e APHIS-WS is responsible for NEPA compliance for wildlife damage
management, invasive species management, and wildlife disease management
activities initiated by APHIS-WS. APHIS-WS coordinates with the USFS,
relevant state and federal agencies, and tribes in completing the NEPA process for
such activities.

e APHIS-WS provides technical assistance and training to the USFS on IWDM
methodologies when requested.

B. MOU with the BLM:
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e Documents cooperation with BLM, APHIS-WS, and state governments, provides
guidelines for field operations, and identifies responsibility for NEPA compliance
for PDM activities regarding predation by native and feral animals on livestock
and wildlife, including federally-listed threatened and endangered species, and to
other resources and human health and safety, consistent with multiple-use values.

e APHIS-WS and BLM cooperate to identify areas on BLM lands where mitigation
or restrictions may apply, including human health and safety zones; the
development and annual review of PDM plans on BLM resources, consistent with
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act, land and resource management
plans, and federal laws; and evaluate needs for PDM in cooperation with state
agencies, grazing permittees, adjacent landowners, and any other resource owner
or manager, as appropriate.

e APHIS-WS is responsible for NEPA compliance for predator and invasive species
damage and wildlife disease management activities conducted in response to
requests on BLM lands, and will coordinate with and report to the BLM and state
and local agencies and tribes during compliance.

e APHIS-WS will notify the BLM about the results of actions taken on BLM lands
in an annual report.

e BLM is responsible for conducting minimum requirements analyses to measure
impacts of PDM activities in wilderness areas and wilderness study areas.

e WS and BLM will follow stipulations in any subsequent versions of the WS-BLM
MOU.

In addition to these MOUSs, the USFS, BLM, and the Association of Fish and Wildlife
Agencies entered into an agreement in June 2006 entitled “Policies and Guidelines for
Fish and Wildlife Management in National Forest and Bureau of Land Management
Wilderness” (Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies 2006d). These policies and
guidelines provide the framework for cooperation for fish and wildlife management in
federal wilderness areas, respective of the agency jurisdiction as authorized by the
Wilderness Act (Sec. 4(d)(8)) that provides authority for states to manage fish and
wildlife in the national forests. This agreement addresses the restrictions on certain
actions in wilderness areas, such as use of motorized equipment and pesticide use, with
specific exceptions. The Policies and Guidelines specifically address wildlife damage
control in Section 13. The three agencies agreed to use the Minimum Requirements
Decision Guide Process Outline to determine if the action is necessary to manage the area
as wilderness (including when continued livestock grazing is allowed according to the
wilderness designation legislation) and, if so, to determine the minimum tool to address
the need (see Section 1.10.4 for Wilderness Act).

The BLM incorporated the Policies and Guidelines agreement into affected BLM
manuals (Bureau of Land Management 2004;2012b;a) and handbooks on 2/5/2007,
updated 10/21/2009. The USFS incorporated the Policies and Guidelines into FSM
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2323.32 and FSH 2309.19 to be implemented “in a practical, reasonable, and uniform
manner in all National Forest wilderness units” (U.S. Forest Service 2007)

PDM actions in Wilderness Areas and Wilderness Study Areas are discussed further in
Section 3.11.

1.8.2.3 How does WS-Montana Work with Federal Agencies to Review Proposed
Work in Wilderness Areas and Wilderness Study Areas?

For non-emergency WS-Montana activities proposed in WAs and WSAs, WS-Montana
would present the proposed activities for the year to the BLM and USFS during their
respective annual work plan meetings. For PDM activities proposed in designated USFS-
managed wilderness, approval by the Regional Forester is required on a case-by-case
basis. A minimum requirements analysis (MRA) would be necessary, using the Minimum
Requirements Decision Guide. Work proposed in wilderness study areas managed by
either agency would be included in the annual work plan process. The agencies will
determine if the proposed activities have adequate NEPA prior to approving those
projects in wilderness study areas.

If additional NEPA is deemed necessary, the analysis provided in this EA may be used to
inform that decision-making process. The BLM or USFS may adopt the WS-Montana
analysis conducted through this NEPA process programmatically and/or through a site
specific annual NEPA decision to approve or deny the annual proposed activities of WS-
Montana. If there is sufficient NEPA in place that adequately analyzed the work proposed
in the annual work plan and Minimum Requirements Decision Guide, BLM or USFS
may issue a Determination of NEPA Adequacy for the year’s plans.

PDM actions in Wilderness Areas and Wilderness Study Areas are discussed further in
Section 3.11.

1.8.2.4 How Does WS-Montana Work with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

When IWDM activities may affect federally listed threatened or endangered species, WS-
Montana consults with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to ensure its
program will not jeopardize the continued existence of the listed species. Under Section
7 of the ESA, federal agencies must consult with the USFWS when any action the agency
carries out, funds, or authorizes may affect a listed endangered or threatened species.
Effects of WS-Montana activities on federally listed species in Montana were evaluated
by the USFWS in Biological Opinions for impacts on listed Canada lynx (July 24, 2009)
and grizzly bears (June 8, 2012). WS-Montana determined that PDM activities will have
No Effect on all other listed species (whooping crane, piping plover, interior least tern,
yellow-billed cuckoo, red knot, black-footed ferret, northern long-eared bat, pallid
sturgeon, white sturgeon, bull trout, water howellia, Spalding’s catchfly, Ute ladies’
tresses, western glacier stonefly, and meltwater lednian stonefly; dated April 27, 2015
and February 21, 2020). WS-Montana closely follows operational measures outlined in
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its ESA consultation documents to minimize the risk of take of listed species (Section
2.4).

WS-Montana may also assist the USFWS in protecting ESA-listed species, when
requested. As of 2020 WS-Montana has an annual Interagency Agreement with USFWS
providing $250,000 for the management of human-grizzly bear conflicts in Montana.

Minimization measures, reasonable and prudent measures, and terms and conditions
included in the consultation documents are identified in Section 2.4 and analyses of the
potential impacts of the WS-Montana program on threatened and endangered species is
located in Section 3.6.

APHIS-WS has a national Memorandum of Understanding with the USFWS, including
the following pertinent sections:

e APHIS-WS and the USFWS recognize that non-target migratory birds might
incidentally be killed despite the implementation of all reasonable measures to
minimize the likelihood of take during actions covered under depredation permits,
depredation and control orders, and agricultural control and eradication actions.

e During NEPA compliance, APHIS-WS will evaluate the reasonable range of
alternatives, assess and estimate impacts on migratory birds, monitor migratory
birds with other collaborators (as funds allow), and consider impacts on target and
non-target species and ways to minimize impacts.

e USFWS will provide APHIS-WS available migratory bird population data,
reported take by non-APHIS-WS entities, and biological information as requested
within a reasonable time frame.

1.8.2.5 How Does WS-Montana Work with the Federal Aviation Administration and
National Association of State Aviation Officials?

WS-Montana works with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and National
Association of State Aviation Officials (NASAQO), when requested, for necessary
resolution of wildlife damage manage at airports to support aviation safety.

APHIS-WS MOU with the FAA and the NASAO:

e This partnership supports the organizations’ common mission to collaboratively
advance and encourage aviation safety within their respective areas of
responsibility and to reduce wildlife hazard risks through education, research, and
outreach, including promoting effective communication for ensuring critical
safety, security, efficiency and natural resources/environmental compatibility.

e The end goal is to increase wildlife strike reporting and technical and operational
assistance and necessary training to the aviation community to ultimately reduce
the risk of wildlife hazards and ensure safer operations at airports.

1.8.2.6 How Does WS-Montana Work with Tribes?

WS-Montana recognizes the rights of sovereign tribal nations, the unique legal
relationship between each Tribe and the Federal Government, and the importance of
strong partnerships with Native American communities. WS-Montana is committed to
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respecting tribal heritage and cultural values when planning and initiating wildlife
damage management programs as requested by Tribal governments and/or residents or
permittees. Timely and meaningful consultation and coordination with tribal
governments, to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law, are conducted
consistent with Executive Order (EO) 13175 and APHIS-WS’ plan implementing the EO,
including implementing the government-to-government relationship. WS-Montana offers
early opportunities for formal government-to-government consultation on its proposed
program to all Tribes in Montana, and has requested their involvement for this EA
through direct invitations (March and November 2014) and agency draft EA review
opportunities (August and October 2020).

The APHIS Native American Working Group, created in response to EO 13175 and
made up of management and support program personnel, advises APHIS-WS personnel
nationwide how they can better serve Tribes, Intertribal committees, and related
organizations, and helps coordinate APHIS partnerships with Tribal governments. The
APHIS-WS Tribal Liaison contact information is found at
https://www.aphis.usda.gov/aphis/ourfocus/tribalrelations/sa_tribal contact_us.

WS Directive 1040.3, “Consultation with Elected Leaders of Federally Recognized
Indian Tribes” (https://www.aphis.usda.gov/library/directives/pdf/1040 3.pdf)
implements EO 13175 (Section 2.4.1.16). It directs APHIS-WS agencies to provide
federally recognized tribes the opportunity for government-to-government consultation
and coordination in policy development and program activities that may have direct and
substantial effects on their Tribe. Its purpose is to ensure that tribal perspectives on the
social, cultural, economic, and ecological aspects of agriculture, as well as tribal food and
natural resource priorities and goals, are heard and fully considered in the decision
making processes of all parts of the Federal government. The Directive provides detailed
definitions relevant to APHIS-WS and tribal government interactions and relationships,
laws, and regulations, policy, and APHIS-WS management responsibilities. Regarding
interpretation of agency or Tribal policies, the Directive states: “Unless specific judicial
rulings or Acts of Congress indicate otherwise, APHIS’ policy and philosophy will not be
construed as validating the authority of any Native American government over lands or
other resources or non-tribal members.”

No WS-Montana IPDM activities are conducted on tribal lands without a specific request
from the tribe. WS-Montana currently has MOUs with the Blackfeet Nation and the
Confederated Salish and Kootenai (CSKT), Crow, Fort Peck, and Fort Belknap Tribe and
could conduct IPDM on tribal lands according to these established agreements. These
MOUs authorize WS-Montana to investigate livestock depredation complaints and
outline steps to coordinate with the tribes in the event that [IPDM actions take place. Ifa
livestock producer operating on Indian Lands requests WS-Montana assistance, WS-
Montana will consult with the tribe regarding when, where, and how IPDM actions and
strategies may be conducted, and ensure that the action and strategy is approved and
follows all state and tribal laws. If IPDM activities are requested on Indian Lands, the
Tribal government and/or the Bureau of Indian Affairs have the authority to determine
the methodology used. At the tribe’s request, WS-Montana will report on any IPDM
activities taken on tribal lands, including lands within the reservation boundary but not
currently owned by or managed by or for the tribe.

44



Final Environmental Assessment: Predator Damage and Conflict Management in Montana

Federal agencies have trust responsibilities to federally-recognized tribes that other
entities and governments do not, including government-to-government relationship,
consultation, and coordination. IPDM actions taken by non-Federal entities may not
provide the participation in decision making regarding IPDM activities that is provided
by APHIS-WS as a federal agency.

The Native American Graves and Repatriation Act of 1990 (NAGPRA), and Senate Bill
61 (signed in 1992), requires, in part, that a federal agency that makes new and
inadvertent discoveries of Native American cultural items, including human remains,
funerary objects, sacred objects, and other objects possessing continuing cultural,
traditional, or historical importance to tribes and Native Americans during its actions on
federal, state or private lands shall notify tribes and return such items to lineal
descendants or Indian Tribes associated with such items. Since WS-Montana does not
cause ground-disturbance during its IPDM activities, it is highly unlikely that any such
items would be disturbed during activities. However, some items may be on or near the
surface and be found by WS-Montana field personnel, at which time work would stop in
that area and NAGPRA processes would be implemented.

1.9 How Does WS-Montana Comply with NEPA?

1.9.1 How Does NEPA Apply to WS-Montana’s IPDM Activities?

WS-Montana predator damage management activities are subject to the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (Public Law 9-190, 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).
The APHIS-WS program follows the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
regulations implementing the NEPA (40 CFR 1500 et seq.) along with USDA (7 CFR 1b)
and APHIS Implementing Procedures (7 CFR 372) as part of the decision-making
process. For this EA, WS will proceed under the 1978 NEPA regulations and existing
APHIS procedures because this EA was initiated prior to the September 14, 2020 NEPA
revisions. NEPA sets forth the requirement that all federal actions be evaluated in terms
of:

e Their potential to significantly affect the quality of the human environment for
the purpose of avoiding or, where possible, mitigating and minimizing adverse
impacts;

e Making informed decisions; and

¢ Including agencies and the public in their NEPA planning in support of informed
decision-making.

Updates regarding WS-Montana implementation of predator damage management in
Montana have prompted WS-Montana to initiate this new analysis. The analyses
contained in this environmental assessment (EA) are based on information and data
derived from APHIS-WS’ Management Information System (MIS) database; data from
the MDOL, MLLB, and MFWP regarding species under their jurisdiction; published and,
when available, peer-reviewed scientific documents (Chapter 4); interagency
consultations; public involvement; and other relevant sources.

This EA describes the needs for resolving the types of predator damage WS-Montana is
typically requested to assist with. The EA identifies the potential issues associated with
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reasonable alternative methods and levels of assistance. It then evaluates the
environmental consequences of the alternatives for WS-Montana involvement in [IPDM.

To assist with understanding applicable issues and reasonable alternatives to managing
predator damage in Montana and to ensure that the analysis is complete for informed
decision-making, WS-Montana has made this EA available to the public, agencies, tribes
and other interested or affected entities for review and comment prior to making and
publishing the decision (either preparation of a Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI) or a Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)).
Public outreach notification methods for an EA include postings on the national APHIS-
WS NEPA webpage and on www.regulations.gov, a direct mailing to known local
stakeholders, electronic notification to registered stakeholders on
www.GovDelivery.com, and notification in the legal section of the Helena Independent
Record newspaper. The public will be informed of the decision using the same venues,
including direct mailed notices to all individuals who submit comments and provide
physical addresses.

Wildlife damage management is a complex issue requiring coordination among state and
federal agencies and the tribes. To facilitate planning, efficiently use agency expertise,
and promote interagency coordination with meeting the needs for action (Section 1.11),
WS-Montana is coordinating the preparation of this EA with cooperating and consulting
partner agencies, including MFWP, MDOL, USFS, BLM, USFWS, the Blackfeet Nation,
the Confederated Salish and Kootenai (CSKT), Northern Cheyenne, Chippewa-Cree,
Crow, Fort Peck, and Fort Belknap Tribes. WS-Montana also recognizes the sovereign
rights of Native American tribes to manage wildlife on tribal properties, and has invited
all federally recognized cooperating tribes in Montana to cooperate or participate in the
development of this EA. The WS-Montana program is committed to coordinating with
all applicable land and resource management agencies including tribes when IPDM
activities are requested.

1.9.2  How will this EA Be Used to Inform WS-Montana’s Decisions?

WS-Montana only conducts predator damage management activities when requested by a
governmental, commercial, or private entity and as a federal agency is required to comply
with NEPA regulations. WS-Montana is the lead for the APHIS-WS IPDM program in
Montana. WS-Montana has the technical expertise in management of damage caused by
native predators. Cooperating Agencies in the development of this EA are MFWP and
MDOL, consulting agencies are BLM, USFS, the Blackfeet Nation, the Confederated
Salish and Kootenai (CSKT), Northern Cheyenne, Chippewa-Cree, Crow, Fort Peck, and
Fort Belknap Tribes.

Each of the cooperating and consulting agencies are asked to review the draft document
and provide input and direction to WS-Montana to ensure that actions are in compliance
with applicable federal and state regulations and policies, as well as current federal land
management plans and joint MOUs, and Cooperative Service Agreements.

WS-Montana will use the analyses in this EA to help inform WS-Montana decision-
making, including whether to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or a
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI); and whether or not to continue WS-Montana

46



Final Environmental Assessment: Predator Damage and Conflict Management in Montana

IPDM activities and, if so, to determine how and to what degree such activities would be
implemented.

WS-Montana previously prepared EAs for its predator damage management program in
two districts in Montana:

e 1997 EA and Decision/FONSI for Predator Damage Management in eastern
Montana

e 1997 EA and Decision/FONSI for Predator Damage Management in western
Montana

In addition, WS-Montana previously prepared a 2013 EA and Decision/FONSI for Wolf
Damage Management in Montana. Wolves in Montana were congressionally delisted in
2011 and have since remained under MFWP management authority. They are now
managed in a manner similar to other large predator species in Montana with hunting and
trapping seasons, private landowner take under Senate Bill 200, and additional
management removal by WS-Montana after livestock depredations are confirmed. For
these reasons, this EA includes wolves as an analyzed species.

WS-Montana has decided that one EA analyzing potential operational impacts for the
entire State of Montana provides a more comprehensive, and less redundant analysis than
multiple EAs covering smaller regions. APHIS-WS has also determined that the
management of wildlife in the various states, including state laws and regulations, is
different enough as to warrant separate NEPA analyses for each state. In addition, most
state-resident wildlife species are managed under state authority or law, without any
federal oversight or protection. Therefore, this EA is limited to the State of Montana.
This approach also provides a broader scope for the effective analysis of potential
cumulative impacts and for using data and reports from state and federal wildlife
management agencies.

On September 12, 2016, WS released a pre-decisional EA for public review on
www.Regulations.gov (Docket No. APHIS-2016-0064). The public was asked to
provide comments by October 14, 2016. WS neither issued a final EA nor a decision
document from that draft EA. WS decided to begin the NEPA process anew and is
issuing this draft EA for public comment. WS did not carry over the comments
submitted on the September 2016 draft EA to this new EA.

Upon public notification of the signed decision for the appropriate NEPA document for
WS-Montana IPDM activities, the previously listed EAs (2 regional EAs and 1 wolf
damage management EA) and FONSIs will be superseded and replaced.

1.9.3 How Does this EA Relate to Site-Specific Analyses and Decisions, Using the
APHIS-WS Decision Model?

Many of the species addressed in this EA can be found statewide within suitable habitat,
and damage or threats of damage can occur wherever those species occur and overlap
with human presence, resources, or activities. Wildlife damage management falls within
the category of actions in which the exact timing or location of individual requests for
assistance can be difficult to predict with sufficient notice to accurately describe the
locations or times in which WS-Montana can reasonably expect to be acting. Although
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WS-Montana could predict some of the possible locations or types of situations and sites
where some kinds of predator-related damage could occur, the program cannot predict
the specific locations or times at which affected resource owners would determine that a
damage problem has become intolerable to the point that they request assistance from
WS-Montana. Therefore, WS-Montana must be ready to provide assistance on short
notice anywhere in Montana to protect any resource or human/pet health or safety upon
request.

The Decision Model is the site-specific procedure for individual actions conducted by
WS-Montana personnel in the field when they respond to requests for assistance. Site-
specific decisions made using the model are in accordance with NEPA decisions and
include applicable Decision Model, relevant laws and regulations, interagency
agreements and memoranda of understanding, and cooperating agency policy and
procedures.

The analyses in this EA are intended to apply to any action that may occur in any locale
and at any time within Montana for which WS-Montana may be requested for assistance.
Using the WS Decision Model (Slate et al. 1992, USDA Wildlife Services 2014b) for
field operations, this EA meets the intent of NEPA with regard to site-specific analysis,
informed decision-making, and providing the necessary timely assistance to agencies and
cooperators per WS-Montana objectives.

1.9.4 What is the Geographic Scope of this EA and in What Areas Would WS-
Montana Actions Occur?

The geographic scope of the actions and analyses in this EA is statewide. WS-Montana
has decided that one EA analyzing potential operational impacts for the entire State of
Montana provides a more comprehensive and less redundant analysis than multiple EAs
covering smaller regions. This approach also provides a broader scope for the effective
analysis of potential cumulative impacts and for using data and reports from state and
federal wildlife management agencies, which are typically on a state-wide basis.

Areas in which WS-Montana IPDM activities occur encompass rural and urban areas,
including residential and commercial development, rangelands, pastures, ranches and
farms, agricultural croplands, timber and forested areas, recreation areas and trails,
airports, wildernesses and wilderness study areas where authorized and requested, and
other places where predators may overlap with human occurrence, activities, and land
uses and create conflicts. The proportion of [IPDM operations conducted on various land
classes is found in Table 1.3.

Routinely, operational areas may include:
A. Private Property

Private and commercial property owners and/or managers of private property request
WS-Montana for assistance to manage predator damage and threats. About 83% of the
responses to damage or damage threats by the species in this EA occurred on private
lands. Private property includes areas in private and commercial ownership in urban,
suburban, and rural areas, including agricultural lands, timberlands, pastures, residential
complexes, subdivisions, and businesses.
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B. Federal Property

Per the MOUs with the USFS and BLM, WS-Montana responds to permittee and agency
requests for predator damage management for protection of livestock on federal grazing
allotments, conflicts with resource damage, and threats to public health and safety. WS-
Montana coordinates with the agencies prior to the grazing/recreation seasons to identify
needs, types of operations, and restrictions (to operational areas, all of which is
documented in an Annual Work Plan), and reports annually to the agencies on WS-
Montana’s activities (Section 1.8). WS-Montana also responds to requests for assistance
from the USFWS for protection of ESA-listed species and damage to resources, and
threats to human health and safety. Approximately 5.2% of WS-Montana activities
occur on federal lands. Coyotes are the primary species taken on BLM and National
Forest System lands. Coyote take on National Forest System lands is less than 1% of all
coyote take. Coyote take on BLM lands is approximately 5% of the total coyote take.
Overall, approximately 5.2% of the total coyote take occurs on federal land.

C. State, County, and Municipal Property

Activities are conducted on properties owned and/or managed by the state, county, or
municipalities when requested. Such properties can include parks, forestland, historical
sites, natural areas, scenic areas, conservations areas, and campgrounds. Sometimes
private landowners that are being affected by predators that reside in habitat located on
adjacent public lands may request assistance. The adjacent property owner/manager may
agree to allow IPDM activities to occur to assist the affected landowner. WS-Montana
can also conduct IPDM activities directly on state and city properties as agents for
MFWP when requested, or independently. Less than 2% of WS-Montana activities are
conducted on state, county, or municipal lands.

D. Tribal Property

Tribal governments and landowners can request assistance from WS-Montana for
predator damage management on lands under their authority and/or ownership. Predators
have an important role in tribal culture and religious beliefs. WS-Montana continues to
work with tribes to address their needs through consultation for this EA, with policy, and
in the field, as requested. WS-Montana conducts work for many different tribes
throughout Montana under MOUs with the Fort Peck Assinibione and Sioux Tribes,
Blackfeet Nation, Fort Belknap Community Council, Confederated Salish and Kootenai
Tribes (CSKT), and Crow Tribe. Work conducted at the request of tribal governments is
consistent with tribal decisions, values, and traditions.

Native American tribes may choose to work with relevant cooperating agencies for
meeting predator damage management needs, use WS-Montana’s services, hire
commercial control companies, and/or conduct their own work. Any participating Tribes
would need to make their own decision regarding the management alternative they
choose to implement. WS-Montana respects the rights of sovereign tribal governments,
provides early opportunities for all federally-recognized tribes in Montana to participate
in their IPDM planning and developing IPDM strategies for addressing their issues,
provides opportunities for participating in WS-Montana NEPA efforts through
cooperating agency status, and conducts effective means of engagement through the
government-to-government relationship consistent with WS Directive 1040.3 and federal
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policy.

WS-Montana offered the opportunity to initiate consultation on IPDM actions in
Montana and/or participate in preparation of the EA to the Fort Peck Assiniboine and
Sioux Tribes, Blackfeet Nation, Fort Belknap Community Council, Chippewa-Cree
Tribe, CSKT, Crow Tribe, and the Northern Cheyenne Tribe to identify any potential
concerns regarding possible impacts of WS’ conflict management activities on tribal
cultural properties in Montana (March 28, 2014). Of these tribes, the CSKT and
Blackfeet Nation chose to be consulting agencies.

E. Airports

Because habitat for small mammals that represent prey for raptors may be found within
fenced active airfields, these predators can become hazards to aircraft during are takeoffs
and landings. WS-Montana receives requests for assistance and training from several
airport authorities to address threats of aircraft strikes at some of the airports or airbases
in Montana and may be requested for assistance at other airports in the future. WS-
Montana currently provides services and/or training to several airports in Montana,
including Billings Logan International Airport, Great Falls International Airport, Bert
Mooney Airport in Butte, Bozeman Yellowstone international Airport, Glacier Park
International Airport, Missoula International Airport, L.M. Clayton Airport in Wolf
Point, and Yellowstone Airport in West Yellowstone.

Table 1.3. WS-Montana Lethal Take by Land Class, FY2013-FY2017

Land Class Proportion of Lethal Take by
Land Class

Private 92.6%
BLM 4.5%
Forest Service 0.6%
State Land 0.8%
County/City Land 0.4%
Tribal Land 1.1%

1.9.5 For What Period of Time is this EA Valid?

If WS-Montana determines that the analyses in this EA indicate that an EIS is not
warranted (impacts are not significant per 40 CFR §1508.27; Section 1.10), this EA
remains valid until WS-Montana determines that new or additional needs for action,
changed conditions, new issues, and/or new alternatives having different environmental
impacts need to be analyzed to keep the information and analyses current. At that time,
this analysis and document would be reviewed and, if appropriate, supplemented if the
changes would have “environmental relevance” (40 CFR 1502.9(c)), or a new EA
prepared pursuant to NEPA.

WS-Montana monitors IPDM activities conducted by its personnel and ensures that those
activities and their impacts remain consistent with the activities and impacts analyzed in
the EA and selected as part of the decision. Monitoring includes review of adopted
mitigation measures and target and non-target take reported and associated impacts
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analyzed in the EA. Monitoring ensures that program effects are within the limits of
evaluated/anticipated take in the selected alternative. Monitoring involves review of the
EA for all of the issues evaluated in Chapter 3 to ensure that the activities and associated
impacts have not changed substantially over time.

1.9.6 Other applicable WS NEPA Documents

USDA-APHIS-Wildlife Services has prepared a programmatic feral swine environmental
impact statement (EIS) to evaluate alternatives for a nationally coordinated feral swine
damage management program in the U.S., American Samoa, Guam and the
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, U.S. Virgin Islands, and Puerto Rico
(hereinafter USDA 2015). The Record of Decision (ROD), issued July 2015, selected a
nationally coordinated, integrated Feral Swine Damage Management (FSDM) program.
The selected alternative in the ROD incorporated all legally available FSDM methods
and retained the flexibility to continue to work with local stakeholders under state or local
level NEPA decisions, with local stakeholders to manage feral swine damage according
to local feral swine management goals. This EA is consistent with the applicable
findings, policies, and operational procedures evaluated in the Final EIS (FEIS).

1.10 Why is WS-Montana Preparing an EA Rather than an EIS?

1.10.1 What is the Purpose of an Environmental Assessment?

The primary purpose of an EA is to determine if impacts of the proposed action or
alternatives might be significant, or to determine if an EIS is appropriate (40 CFR
1508.9(a)(3) and 40 CFR 1501.4). This EA is prepared so that WS-Montana can make an
informed decision on whether or not an EIS is required for the WS-Montana IPDM
activities included in this EA.

WS-Montana prepared this statewide EA for its IPDM activities to clearly communicate
the analysis of individual and cumulative impacts of its actions to the public using
guidance at 40 CFR §1506.6, and to evaluate and determine if there are any potentially
significant impacts that may occur from the proposed action and alternatives. This EA
also facilitates planning and interagency coordination, streamlines informed decision-
making, and provides for timely and effective responses to requests for IPDM assistance.

In order to make this decision, this EA conducts a thorough analysis of direct, indirect,
and cumulative impacts associated with WS-Montana assistance to requesting entities in
managing predator damage and threats to resources and assets, and threats to human
safety and health. WS-Montana addresses all anticipated issues and reasonable
alternatives in this EA.

This EA includes thorough and comprehensive analyses of the impacts and effectiveness
of five alternative IPDM programs in Montana, including no WS-Montana activities at all
(Section 2.3), in compliance with NEPA Section 102(2)(E). It also documents
compliance with other environmental laws, such as the Endangered Species Act,
describes the current WS-Montana activities and alternatives in detail, and provides
rationale for not considering other alternatives and issues in detail.
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WS-Montana involves the public in its EA processes by providing for public comment on
pre-decisional EAs, and agency involvement through providing for cooperating and
consulting agency status and the opportunity to comment on an internal interagency draft
prior to public release. WS-Montana will provide a review and comment period of at
least 30 days on this pre-decisional draft EA for the public and interested parties to
provide comments regarding new issues, concerns, and/or alternatives. Using the
guidance provided in 40 CFR §1506.6 for public involvement, WS-Montana will clearly
communicate to the public and interested parties the analyses of potential environmental
impacts on the quality of the human environment. Public notification processes
regarding the availability of the final NEPA document and decision will be identical to
that used for the pre-decisional EA, with the addition of direct contact with commenters.

If WS-Montana makes a determination based on this EA that the selected alternative
would have a significant impact on the quality of the human environment, then WS-
Montana would publish a Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS, and this EA would be the
foundation for developing the EIS, per the CEQ implementing regulations (40 CFR
§1508.9(a)(3)).

1.10.2 How will WS-Montana Evaluate Significant Impacts

The process for determining if a project or program may have significant impacts is based
on the CEQ regulations at 40 CFR §1508.27. WS-Montana will review the impacts
evaluated in Chapter 3 of this EA in two ways: the severity or magnitude of the impact
on a resource and the context of the impact. For example, context may be considered
when the resource is rare, vulnerable, not resilient, or readily changed long-term with
even a short-term stressor.

Most of the Intensity Factors (factors) included in 40 CFR §1508.27(b) include the phrase
“the degree to which” a particular type of resource might be adversely impacted, not a
determination of no adverse impact at all. Therefore, WS-Montana evaluates the impacts
to resources and documents the predicted effects in the EA. These effects analyses are
used to determine if the levels of impact are indeed “significant” impacts for which a
FONSI would not be appropriate. If WS-Montana determines that the levels of impacts
are not significant, then the agency will document the rationale for not preparing an EIS
in a publicly available FONSI, per the CEQ regulations.

The factors identified in 40 CFR §1508.27 are not checklists, nor do they identify
thresholds of impacts; they are factors for consideration by the agency while making the
decision regarding whether to prepare a FONSI based on the impact analyses in an EA or
an EIS. The agency will determine how to consider those factors in its decision on
whether to prepare a FONSI or an EIS. WS-Montana will determine the degree to which
a factor applies or does not apply to the impacts documented in the EA.

The following discussion outlines how WS-Montana will use this EA and the criteria at
40 CFR §1508.27 to make the decision regarding whether an EA or an EIS is appropriate
for the WS-Montana IPDM program.
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1.10.2.1 Controversy Regarding Effects

The factor at 40 CFR §1508.27(b)(4) is described as “the degree to which the effects on
the quality of the human environment are likely to be highly controversial.” The failure
of any particular organization or person to agree with every act of a federal agency does
not create controversy regarding effects. Dissenting or oppositional public opinion,
rather than concerns expressed by agencies with jurisdiction by law or expertise and/or
substantial doubts raised about an agency’s methodology and data, is not enough to make
an action “controversial.” This EA evaluates peer-reviewed and other appropriate
published literature, reports, and data from agencies with jurisdiction by law to conduct
the impact analyses and evaluate the potential for significant impacts. This EA also
includes and evaluates differing professional opinions and recommendations expressed in
publications where they exist and that are applicable to APHIS-WS informed decision-
making (for example, Section 1.12).

A relatively recent comment raised in response to APHIS-WS IPDM EAs in the western
United States suggests that scientific controversy exists regarding APHIS-WS removal of
predators considered to be at the top of the ecological food chain (“apex predators”) that
can cause “trophic cascades” resulting in reductions in biodiversity. This comment
argues that changes at the top of the food chain (such as in wolves) may result in
ecological changes in which other, often smaller predator populations (such as coyotes or
foxes) may be released from suppression caused by larger predators. This ecological
issue and its cumulative impact analysis are evaluated in detail in Section 3.8.

Commenters also often express concern about the perception of the humaneness of lethal
and non-lethal operational methods used by WS-Montana personnel. This issue is
considered in detail using the best scientific and professional wildlife management and
biology and veterinarian information available (Section 3.9). APHIS-WS recognizes that
people may readily disagree on the subjective analysis of the degree to which animals
may feel pain and react to short-term and long-term stress associated with capture,
immobilization, and euthanasia. This EA includes APHIS-WS Directives and other
measures (Section 2.4) that are used routinely by WS-Montana personnel for minimizing
the potential for pain and stress on animals in the field.

1.10.2.2 Unique or Unknown Risks

Another concern commonly expressed in comments involves the potential for unknown
or unavailable information (40 CFR §1502.22) to potentially result in uncertain or unique
or unknown risks (40 CFR §1508.27), especially related to population numbers and
trends and the extent and causes of mortality of target and non-target species.
Throughout the analyses in Chapter 3 of this EA, WS-Montana uses the best available
data and information from wildlife agencies having jurisdiction by law (MFWP and
USFWS; 40 CFR §1508.15), as well as the scientific literature, especially peer-reviewed
scientific literature, to inform its decision-making. Data provided by livestock producers,
especially regarding the economic value of livestock lost to predation as reported for
inclusion in the APHIS-WS MIS database, is inherently subjective to some degree, and is
therefore used only as an indicator for the costs associated with livestock depredation in
Section 1.10.2.
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Population and mortality data for many native target species (Section 3.5, Table E.1),
such as raccoons, badgers, fox, coyotes, opossums, skunks, and weasels, are typically
non-existent from any credible source, in or outside of Montana. WS-Montana
recognizes that estimating wildlife populations over large areas can be extremely
difficult, labor intensive, and expensive. MFWP, or, for that matter, any state wildlife
management agency, has limited resources for estimating population levels and trends for
predator species that are not managed as game. Therefore, these state agencies do not
directly set population management objectives for these species. States may choose to
monitor population health using factors such as sex ratios, age distribution of the
population, indices of abundance, and/or trend data to evaluate the status of populations
that do not have direct population data. This EA uses the best available information from
wildlife management agencies, including MEFWP when available, and peer-reviewed
literature to assess potential impacts to predator and non-target wildlife species.

If population estimates are available, then the analyses in Chapter 3.5 use the lowest
density or number estimates for wildlife species populations (where high and low
population estimates are provided in the text) to arrive at the most conservative impact
analysis. Coordination with MFWP and the USFWS and providing the opportunity for
agency review of and involvement in this EA ensure that analyses are as robust as is
possible. The analyses in Section 3.5 provide information for WS-Montana to determine
if WS-Montana contribution to cumulative mortality from all sources would adversely
affect population levels for each predator species considered.

1.10.2.3 Threatened or Endangered Species, Unique Geographic Areas, Cultural
Resources, and Compliance with Environmental Laws

This EA also provides analyses and documentation related to threatened and endangered
species, areas with special designations such as wilderness areas, cultural and historic
resources, and compliance with other environmental laws, including state laws. This will
be used to address the significance criteria at 40 CFR §1508.27(b)(3, 8, 9, and 10).

These issues are evaluated in the following sections:
e Impacts to threatened and endangered species: Section 3.6
e Impacts to unique geographic areas (special management areas): Section 3.11
e Impacts to cultural and historic resources: Section 3.12
e Compliance with the Endangered Species Act: Sections 3.6

1.10.2.4 Cumulatively Significant Impacts

Another common comment involves the criterion for the analysis of “cumulatively
significant impacts” (40 CFR §1508.27(b)(7)), which is considered in this EA in various
ways.

Many of the issues evaluated in detail are inherently cumulative impact analyses
including, for example (Section 3.2):

e Impacts to target species’ populations, as each population has many sources of
mortality, only one of which is take by WS-Montana;
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Impacts to populations of ESA-listed species, as these species’ populations are
already cumulatively impacted by many sources of mortality, including loss of
habitat, and other stressors, causing them to be listed,

Potential ecological impacts caused by removal of apex predators, as many
ecological factors contribute to any resulting impacts; and

Potential for lead from ammunition to impact environmental and human factors,
as there are many sources of lead in the environment, including lead from hunting
activities and ingesting game meat shot with lead ammunition, and lead may
chronically enter the environment and people over time (USDA Wildlife Services
2017h).

1.10.2.5 Public and Employee Health and Safety

The concern regarding public health and safety (significance criterion at 40 CFR
§1508.27(b)(2)) is evaluated in several analyses in this EA in Chapter 3:

The potential for humans to ingest lead sourced from ammunition through water
and game meat (Section 3.10.2.6)(USDA Wildlife Services 2017h);

The potential for hazardous chemicals being spilled or leached into surface and
groundwater, and being ingested by humans (Section 3.10.2.2)(USDA Wildlife
Services 2019i;e;b;j;1);

The risk of injury to WS-Montana employees during aerial shooting operations
(Section 3.10.1.3)(USDA Wildlife Services 2019a;g); and

The risk of injury to WS-Montana employees while handling hazardous
chemicals, being exposed to diseased animals, and the risk of attack by captured
animals Sections 3.10.1, 3.10.3)(USDA Wildlife Services 2019i;e;b;j;f).

1.10.2.6 Impacts Can Be both Beneficial and Adverse

Some commenters may believe that an EIS must be prepared, based on 40 CFR
§1508.27(b)(1). WS-Montana has the expertise and experience needed to
selectively remove predators causing damage. Consequently, WS-Montana
management activities may have less population-level impacts than might be seen
under take by other entities. In fact, WS-Montana involvement may actually have a
beneficial effect on the human environment when compared to the environmental
baseline in the absence of such involvement. Environmental effects are identified
in Chapter 3 for each alternative (Sections 3.2, and 3.5 -3.13).

1.10.3 What Is the Environmental Baseline Used by WS-Montana to Evaluate

Significant Impacts?

To determine impacts of federal actions on the human environment, an environmental
baseline needs to be established with respect to the issues considered in detail, so that the
impacts of the alternatives can be compared against this baseline. The environmental
baseline has been defined to include “the past and present impacts of all Federal, State, or
private actions and other human activities in the action area, the anticipated impacts of all
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proposed Federal projects in the action area that have already undergone formal or early
Section 7 consultation, and the impact of State or private actions which are
contemporaneous with the consultation in process” (50 CFR 402.02(d)). This definition
is for the USFWS implementation of the ESA; however, the definition is useful in that it
clarifies what might be considered as the environmental baseline.

The baseline appropriate for the analyses in this EA is not a “pristine” or “non-human-
influenced” environment, but one that is already heavily influenced by human actions and
direct management conducted by federal, state, and local agencies, as well as individuals
and other entities. The wildlife population baselines are those that are in place under the
current condition of the human environment at the present time (or recent past), which
means they incorporate and reflect the populations as they have been and are being
affected by humans. Effects by humans are caused by sportsman harvest (hunting and
trapping), road kill mortality, loss of habitat to development (e.g., construction, logging,
and mineral and energy extraction activities), and illegal harvest. Little or no information
is available to quantify the effects of some of these actions on the different wildlife
species populations. Nevertheless, such effects are already part of the existing human
environment.

The environmental baseline is also expected to include PDM and other types of wildlife
management by other federal and non-federal entities. Predators are managed under
different federal, state, and, on occasion, local laws. Unprotected wildlife species, such as
most non-native invasive species, are not protected under state or federal law, and feral
domestic animals are typically managed under State and local laws. Most state-resident
wildlife species are managed under state authority or law without any federal oversight or
protection. MFWP and MDOL have authority to issue permits in Montana for the take of
certain wildlife species causing damage (including predators discussed in this EA).

When a non-federal entity (MFWP, MDA, MDOL, MLLB, municipalities, counties,
private companies, individuals, etc.) takes a management action on a state-resident
wildlife species or unprotected wildlife species, the action is not subject to NEPA
compliance due to the lack of federal involvement in the action. Under such
circumstances, the environmental baseline must be viewed as an environment which
includes those species as they are managed or impacted by non-federal entities in the
absence of the proposed federal action.

Information necessary to determine the baseline for issues relevant to this EA include
data on wildlife populations and trends as well as human recreation, including legal
hunting. For wildlife populations, definitive numbers are often not available but can be
estimated from the best natural history information available regarding densities and
occupied range or habitat types. Current and past harvest information (especially for
those species which have current legal hunting/trapping seasons) can be used to assess
impacts, because wildlife populations are a renewable resource and a certain percentage
can be taken from the population without adverse impacts (i.e., “sustainable harvest”).

In some situations, certain aspects of the human environment may actually benefit more
from WS-Montana's involvement than from a decision not to assist. For example, many
cooperators believe that WS-Montana has greater expertise to selectively remove a target
animal than a non-WS entity, due to higher levels of training and experience. In these
cases, WS-Montana management activities may have less of an impact on target and non-
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target species than if the non-federal entity conducted the action alone. Thus, in those
situations, WS-Montana involvement may actually have a beneficial effect on the human
environment when compared to the environmental baseline in the absence of such
involvement.

In this EA, we evaluate the impacts of WS-Montana PDM actions by comparing them
against the environmental baseline for the human environment which would exist with no
federal involvement in PDM in Montana. The analyses in Chapter 3 use the best
available information to determine the impacts of the proposed action and alternatives on
the current environmental baseline (the human environment as it is today which includes
ongoing PDM actions).

1.10.4 How Do Key Statutes and Executive Orders Apply to the WS-Montana
Program?

Please review Appendix B for details on all the federal and state laws and EOs relevant to
the WS-Montana program. This section addresses Montana-specific application of
highly relevant laws.

Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA)

All pesticides used, or recommended for cooperator use, are registered with and regulated
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and MDA. WS-Montana uses, or
recommends for use, all chemicals according to label requirements as regulated by EPA
and MDA.

Endangered Species Act (ESA)

WS-Montana has consulted with the USFWS regarding its current program. See Sections
2.4 and 3.6 for details on consultations and results.

National Historic Preservation Act

WS-Montana has reviewed its activities as described in this EA and continues to
conclude that the program is not an “undertaking” as defined by National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA) and that consultation with the State Historic Preservation
Office (SHPO) is not necessary (Letter to Dr. Baumler, SHPO, November 19, 2014).
WS-Montana works closely with the USFS and BLM on public lands to ensure there are
no conflicts with cultural resources. WS-Montana has also sent draft copies of this EA to
tribes as discussed under “Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments” in this section, and the tribes have not identified cultural issues of concern
to the tribes outside of issues already addressed in existing MOUs. Each of the methods
described in the EA that may be used operationally and locally by WS-Montana does not
cause major ground or even minor disturbance, does not cause any physical destruction or
damage to property, does not cause any alterations of property, wildlife habitat, or
landscapes, and does not involve the sale, lease, or transfer of ownership of any property.
In general, such methods also do not have the potential to introduce visual, atmospheric,
or audible elements to areas in which they are used that could result in effects on the
character or use of historic properties. Therefore, the methods that are used by WS-
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Montana are not generally the types of activities that would have the potential to affect
historic properties.

Although not foreseen, if WS-Montana is requested to assist with a wildlife damage
problem that could potentially cause more than minor ground disturbance on public
lands, then site-specific consultation as required by Section 106 of the NHPA would be
conducted as necessary.

Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments (EO 13175).

WS-Montana recognizes the rights of sovereign tribal nations, the unique legal
relationship between each Tribe and the federal government, and the importance of
strong partnerships with Native American communities. WS-Montana is committed to
respecting tribal heritage and cultural values when planning and initiating wildlife
damage management programs. Consultation and coordination with tribal governments
is conducted consistent with EO 13175 and APHIS-WS’ plan implementing the EO.
WS-Montana has offered early opportunities for formal government-to-government
consultation on its proposed program to all Tribes in Montana, and has requested their
involvement for this EA through direct invitations (April 2016). Agency draft EA review
opportunities were extended to the Blackfeet Nation, the Confederated Salish and
Kootenai (CSKT), Northern Cheyenne, Chippewa-Cree, Crow, Fort Peck, and Fort
Belknap Tribes (Email 08/19/ 2020 and 10/07/2020; Certified mail 08/20/2020).

Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 Section 742j-1 — Airborne Hunting

The USFWS has delegated permitting of aerial shooting to the MDOL. MDOL has
determined that WS-Montana does not need to obtain a state permit from them because
the APHIS-WS program has federal jurisdiction and authority. Instead, a Cooperative
Service Agreement and MOU outline the responsibilities of each agency (Section 1.8).
Other commercial, private, and lower governmental entities must obtain a permit from
MDOL for use of aerial operations for predator removals (Section 1.8).

Compliance with Executive Order 12898 “Environmental Justice”

WS-Montana personnel use damage management methods as selectively and
environmentally conscientiously as possible. All chemicals used by APHIS-WS are
regulated by the EPA through FIFRA, MDA, by MOUs with federal land managing
agencies, and by APHIS-WS Directives. Based on a risk assessment conducted in
Section 3.10 of this EA, APHIS-WS concluded that when APHIS-WS program chemicals
are used following label directions, they are highly selective to target individuals or
populations, and such use has negligible impacts on the environment. The WS-Montana
operational activities properly dispose of any excess solid or hazardous waste and have
been found to manage its chemicals appropriately (OIG Report 2015; Section 3.10.2). It
is not anticipated that the proposed action would result in any adverse or disproportionate
environmental impacts to minority and low-income persons or populations.

Executive Order 13045 “Protection of Children”

Children may suffer disproportionately from environmental health and safety risks,
including their developmental physical and mental status, for many reasons. APHIS-WS
policy is to identify and assess environmental health and safety risks and avoid or
minimize them, and WS-Montana has considered the impacts that alternatives analyzed
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in this EA might have on children. All WS-Montana predator damage management is
conducted using only legally available and approved damage management methods
where it is highly unlikely that children would be adversely affected. See Appendix A
for a detailed description of all damage management methodologies included in the WS-
Montana program and Section 3.10 for an analysis of their risks and impacts.

The Wilderness Act

The Wilderness Act preserved management authority for fish and wildlife with the state
for those species under state jurisdiction (Sec. 4(d)(8). Some portions of wilderness areas
in Montana have historic grazing allotments, and WS-Montana may be requested to
conduct limited damage management and threats to human health or safety in compliance
with federal and state laws. WS-Montana only provides assistance to requesting entities
in designated wilderness areas when allowed under the provisions of the specific
wilderness legislation and as specified in MOUs between APHIS-WS and the land
management agencies.

The Wilderness Act does not prohibit IWDM within designated wilderness. The Act did
leave management authority for fish and wildlife with the state for those species under
their jurisdiction. With certain exceptions, the Act prohibits using motorized equipment
and motorized vehicles such as ATVs and landing of aircraft. The Forest Service and
BLM may approve wildlife damage management in wilderness study areas and
wilderness (FSM 2323 and BLM Manuals 6330 and 6340, respectively). WS-Montana
works closely with the BLM and Forest Service to cooperatively implement their
respective interagency MOUSs and agency policies for operations in WAs and WSAs
(Section 3.11).

See Section 3.11 for evaluation of impacts in special management areas (SMAs),
including WAs and WSAs.

1.11 What are the Needs for the WS-Montana Predator Damage Management
Program?

1.11.1 What is the Need for WS-Montana IPDM Activities?

Two independent government audits, one conducted at the request of Congress, the other
based on complaints from the public and animal welfare groups to the U.S. Department
of Agriculture (Section 1.12.2), found that, despite cooperator implementation of non-
lethal actions such as fencing and herding, a need exists for APHIS-WS’ predator damage
management activities. APHIS-WS management actions for predator damage was
determined by these audits to be needed for protection of human safety and health;
protection of crops and livestock; and protection of property and other assets.

As stated in Section 1.4.3, in some cases, cooperators are likely to tolerate some damage
and loss until it reaches a threshold where it becomes an economic, physical, or
emotional burden. The appropriate threshold or level of tolerance before using non-lethal
and lethal methods differs among cooperators, their economic circumstances, and the
extent, type, duration, and chronic nature of damage situations. The level of tolerance
would be lower for situations in which human safety or the potential for disease
transmission threats from wildlife to humans exists. For example, action must be taken
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immediately in the case of aircraft striking predators at an airport that can lead to
significant property damage and risks to passengers, or when a coyote acting aggressively
in a residential area might be habituated or diseased. In cases where individuals are
concerned with the threat of damage, they may have experienced damage in the past,
resulting in lower levels of tolerance.

WS-Montana recognizes that increasing numbers of people moving into rural areas or
living in urban areas are often anxious over wildlife encounters-especially with predators.
Therefore, WS-Montana commonly provides technical assistance including advice,
training, and educational materials to improve coexistence between people and wildlife
and reduce the potential for conflicts. WS-Montana is also expanding its direct
operational assistance with non-lethal methods by assisting cooperators in setting up
fencing and deterrents such as lights. In some cases, responding to requests for assistance
provides an overall benefit to the wildlife species causing damage. For example, swift,
targeted responses to grizzly bear damage provide rural communities with a mechanism
to coexist with this them, thus building social tolerance in a landscape where grizzly
bears were once persecuted.

Whenever possible, WS-Montana personnel recommend that cooperators take non-lethal
action in lieu of, or in addition to, direct and sometimes lethal actions taken by WS-
Montana personnel. However, the appropriate strategy for a particular set of
circumstances must be determined on a case-by-case basis, using the WS Decision Model
(Slate et al. 1992, USDA Wildlife Services 2014b).

1.11.2 What is the Need for IPDM to Protect Livestock in Montana?

Predators are responsible for preying upon a wide variety of livestock, including cattle,
sheep, goats, swine, horses, and poultry. Sheep, goats, cattle (especially calves), and
poultry are highly susceptible to predation throughout the year (Henne 1975, Nass 1977,
Tigner and Larson 1977, O'Gara et al. 1983, Bodenchuk et al. 2002). For example, cattle,
calves, sheep, and goats are especially vulnerable to predation during calving, lambing,
and kidding seasons in the late winter and spring (Sacks et al. 1999b, Bodenchuk et al.
2002, Shwiff and Bodenchuk 2004).

Not all livestock producers suffer losses to predators. However, for those who do, these
can be substantial, and may cause significant losses to smaller operations (Fritts et al.
1992, Mack et al. 1992, Shelton 2004, Rashford et al. 2010). Losses are not evenly
distributed among producers, and may be concentrated on some properties where
predator territories may overlap livestock occurrence and predators may switch to
domestic livestock as an alternative food source (Shelton and Wade 1979, Shelton 2004).
Therefore, predation can disproportionately affect certain properties and further increase
a single producer’s losses (Nass 1977, Howard Jr. and Shaw 1978, Nass 1980, O'Gara et
al. 1983, Bodenchuk et al. 2002, Shelton 2004, Rashford et al. 2010).

Shwiff and Bodenchuk (2004) state that profit margins in livestock production cannot
allow much of a loss rate, and the absence of IPDM, such losses would likely result in the
loss of the livestock enterprise. Without effective methods of reducing predation rates
such as those used by APHIS-WS, economic losses due to predation continue to increase
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(Nass 1977, Howard Jr. and Shaw 1978, Nass 1980, O'Gara et al. 1983, Bodenchuk et al.
2002).

1.11.2.1 What is the Contribution of Livestock to Montana’s Economy?

Agriculture is extremely important to Montana’s economy. A comparison of selected
Montana industries shows agriculture is the largest of all sectors (National Agricultural
Statistics Service 2016). Montana is comprised of approximately 94 million acres of
which about 60 million (64%) are operating farms and ranches (National Agricultural
Statistics Service 2016). About 66% of that acreage was used solely for pasture and
range (National Agricultural Statistics Service 2016). In 2013, agriculture accounted for
more than 6% of Montana’s gross domestic product (Wagner 2014). In 2015, the value
of the agricultural sector production in Montana was about $4.7 billion (National
Agricultural Statistics Service 2016). Of this, livestock production accounted for about
46% of total agricultural sector production (National Agricultural Statistics Service 2016)
and is, therefore, considered a primary agricultural industry sector in the state. In 2015,
the total cash value from sales of livestock and livestock products was about $1.87 billion
in Montana (National Agricultural Statistics Service 2016).

Successful IPDM includes focusing on effective methods and strategies to prevent losses
from occurring by protecting the livestock at risk. It is much easier to estimate damage
or loss costs, rather than to place a value what is being protected by implementing
preventative IPDM. One way to assess the value of what is being protected is to multiply
the quantity of the resource with the direct market value of those resources. The National
Agricultural Statistics Service (2016) reported estimates of livestock inventories in
Montana in 2016, including 2,650,000 head of cattle and calves and 230,000 head of
sheep and lambs. Not all resource owners request assistance of WS-Montana. However,
WS-Montana estimates that it provided IPDM activities in fiscal year (FY) 2019 for the
protection of a minimum of 826,937 cattle and calves worth an estimated $1.6 billion;
241,796 sheep and lambs worth an estimated $59 million; 6,475 horses and mules worth
an estimated $21 million; 9,687 goats and kids worth an estimated $1.5 million; and 2040
beehives worth an estimated $1.5 million.

1.11.2.2 What Do Studies Say About the Numbers of Livestock Losses Due to Predators?

Livestock losses can come from a variety of sources, including disease, weather
conditions, and predation (Blejwas et al. 2002). Producers routinely address disease
concerns through responsive and preventative veterinary care and weather concerns
through husbandry practices. These concerns must be dealt with by producers as part of
their business operation. However, this EA addresses livestock losses through predation
and in the context of APHIS-WS statutorily authorized activities and appropriations and,
therefore, focuses on this issue.

Loss rates of different types of livestock in the presence and absence of IPDM can vary
widely. It is difficult to compare the findings of studies because of different study
methodologies, locations, circumstances, survey methods, whether losses are reported or
confirmed, lack of finding all animals depredated, and variables that cannot be controlled
during the studies, such as weather and disease. However, these findings can be an
indicator of levels of losses with and without IPDM activities:
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e Losses in the absence of direct IPDM activities have been estimated to include:

e Adult sheep ranging from 1.4% to 8.4%, lambs ranged from 6.3% to
29.3% (Shwiff and Bodenchuk 2004);

e Adult doe goat losses were 49% and kids 64% (Guthery and Beasom
1978);

e Lambs ranged from 12% to 29% and ewes 1% to 8% when producers
were compensated for losses in lieu of IPDM (Knowlton et al. 1999);

e Adult sheep 5.7% (range 1.4% to 8.1%), lambs 17.5% (range 6.3% to
29.3%), and calves (3%) (Bodenchuk et al. 2002);

e Total sheep flock ranged from 3.8% in California to almost 100% of
lambs in a South Texas study (Shelton and Wade 1979);

e Adult sheep and lambs can range from 8.3% to 29.3%, respectively
((Henne 1975), (Munoz 1977), (O'Gara et al. 1983));

e Lambs could be as high as 22.3% ((McConnell 1995) in: Houben et al.
(2004)).
e Losses with direct IPDM activities in place:
e Adult sheep 1.6%, lambs 6%, goats and kids 12%, and calves 0.8%
(Bodenchuk et al. 2002);

e Lambs 1% to 6% (Knowlton et al. 1999);

e Lamb losses can be as low as 0.7% ((Nass 1977), (Tigner and Larson
1977), (Howard Jr. and Shaw 1978), (Wagner and Conover 1999),
(Houben et al. 2004);

e Lamb loss proportion to coyote predation was reduced from 2.8% to less
than 1% on grazing allotments in which coyotes were removed 3 to 6
months before summer sheep grazing (Wagner and Conover 1999).

1.11.2.3 What Are Livestock Losses to Predators Nationally?

Since 2015 , the USDA, APHIS, Veterinary Services (VS) program has assumed the role
of reporting on livestock losses such as are found in “Death loss in U.S. cattle and calves
due to predator and nonpredator causes, 2015 and “Sheep and lamb predator and
nonpredator death loss in the United States, 2015” (USDA Veterinary Services 2015)
from NASS.

The USDA Veterinary Services (2015) Sheep and Lamb Predator and Nonpredator Death
Loss in the United States, 2015 report indicates that losses due to predators represented
28.1% of the total loss of sheep and 36.4% of all losses of lambs from all types of
mortality, accounting for 194,395 sheep and lambs killed (valued at $32.5 million). Of
these losses to predators, 91.4% of them occurred from known predator species, whereas
8.6% occurred from unknown species (USDA Veterinary Services 2015).
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Table 1.4. From the Percentage of Total Losses Attributed to Specific Predator Species and the
Associated Amount of Damage in Terms of Head of Cattle-Calves (USDA Veterinary Services 2017)
and sheep-lambs (USDA Veterinary Services 2015).

% Total Predator Loss Number of Head

Predator Cattle  Calves  Sheep  Lambs Cattle Calves Sheep Lambs
Species

Coyotes 40.5 53.1 54.3 63.7 16,880 126,810 33,498 84,534
Dogs 11.3 6.6 21.4 10.3 4,700 15,740 13,223 13,701
Foxes 1.5 0 0.5 1.9 610 82 317 2,460
Wolves 49 3.4 1.3 0.4 2,040 8,110 830 500
Mountain

Lions and 5.8 5.7 6.7 7.3 2,430 13,580 4,158 9,656
Bobcats

Bears 4 2.1 5.0 3.0 1,680 4,940 3,090 4,018
Ravens n.a. 0.5 0.4 1.5 n.a. 1,157 242 1,988
Feral n.a. n.a. 04 0.7 n.a. n.a. 231 872
swine

Other? 32.1 28.7 10 11.2 13,350 68,470 6,125 14,955

1 Others includes vultures, eagles, and unknown predators. For a full description of losses due to all
predator species reported see Table C.7 USDA Veterinary Services (2015).

2 Others includes vultures, eagles, and unknown predators. For a full description of losses due to all
predator species reported see tables D.1.a and D.2.a (USDA Veterinary Services 2017).

In addition, 31,215 sheep and lambs were injured but not killed, valued at $5.1 million
(USDA Veterinary Services 2015). The combined losses occurred despite sheep
operators increasing their utilization of non-lethal methods in 2014 (58% of sheep
operations) as compared to 2004 (31.9%). These included guard dogs (40.5%), fencing
(54.8%), shed lambing (34.4%), and night penning (33.7%) (USDA Veterinary Services
2015)(USDA 2015).

Predation on adult cattle in 2015 was reported at 2.4% of all losses and accounted for
41,700 animals, whereas predation on calves was 11.1% of total mortality and accounted
for 238,900 calves. These losses (valued at $180.1 million) occurred despite approximate
6-fold increase in the use of non-lethal methods among cattle operations from 3.1% in
2000 to 19% in 2015 (USDA Veterinary Services 2017).

1.11.2.4 Which Predators Cause the Most Predation on Livestock?

Of the predators that kill livestock, coyotes are considered a widespread problem
(Knowlton et al. 1999) and are responsible for the highest percentage of livestock
depredation (Shelton 2004, National Agricultural Statistics Service 2005;2006;2011,
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USDA Veterinary Services 2015;2017). In a study of sheep predation conducted on
rangelands in Utah (Palmer et al. 2010), coyotes accounted for the majority of lamb
losses at 67%, with fewer losses attributed to mountain lions (31%) and black bears (2%).
Other predators that cause measurable predation on cattle, calves, sheep, and lambs in
Montana are wolves, black bear, grizzly bear, mountain lion, red fox, feral or free-
roaming dogs, bobcats, and ravens. While predation by wolves, grizzly bears, black
bears, and mountain lions is not as frequent as coyote predation, the damage caused by
these species can negatively impact producers (USDA Veterinary Services 2015;2017).

Although, in general, wolf and grizzly bear predation rates are lower than those of
coyotes, wolves and grizzly bears, these can also occasionally be responsible for the
surplus killing of sheep and lambs where one or more predators do not consume, or
partially consume, killed animals (Shaw 1987). For instance, WS-Montana has
documented cases of an individual grizzly bear killing over 70 sheep over several days.

Predators may also frighten sheep, causing stampedes which can result in animals
suffocating as they pile up on top of each other in confined areas, such as along the
bottom of a drainage or in corrals.

1.11.2.5 What are Livestock Losses to Predators in Montana?

Damage reported to WS-Montana, by resource owners, such as predation or injury to
livestock, is recorded in the APHIS-WS MIS database as “reported” damage. If WS-
Montana employees are able to verify that the damage occurred, it is recorded in MIS as
“verified” damage, defined as resource or production losses examined by a WS-Montana
employee during a site visit and determined to have been caused by a specific predator
species. For more details on methods of field evaluation by WS-Montana personnel, see
Section 2.3.1.3.

Damage and the associated estimated monetary values reported to, or verified by, WS-
Montana personnel varies annually due to changes in the number of requests for
assistance, the value of the resource being damaged, and fluctuation of both livestock and
predator populations. The monetary losses from livestock predation reflect losses that
have occurred and that have been reported to or verified by WS-Montana. However,
these are not necessarily reflective of all livestock losses occurring in Montana since not
all livestock lost to predators are reported to WS-Montana. Montana livestock producers
reported to WS-Montana losses of 16,829 head of livestock valued at $6,157,451 during
FY2013 to FY2017. According to WS-Montana MIS data, coyotes, wolves, and grizzly
bears inflicted the most damage in value ($3,025,797, $1,734,948, and $721,325,
respectively); 49%, 28%, and 12% of losses were caused by coyotes, wolves, and grizzly
bears, respectively. WS-Montana was able to verify approximately 26% of all the
livestock losses reported to WS-Montana. Verification of damage is more likely when
compensation for livestock losses is available. For example, 53% of livestock losses
caused by grizzly bears were verified by WS-Montana, whereas 40% of livestock losses
caused by black bears were verified.

Using a recent USDA APHIS Veterinary Services survey (USDA Veterinary Services
2017) in which Montana data were included, predators killed 930 cattle and 6,340 calves
in Montana. More recently, the value of cattle and calves injured but not killed by
predators in Montana in 2015 was reported as $223,000 (USDA Veterinary Services
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2017), assuming the animals had no value after the injury. National Agricultural
Statistics Service (2015), USDA Veterinary Services (2015) reports that 3,000 sheep and
7,470 lambs were killed by predators in Montana in 2014, with the value of $622,500 and
$1,337,000, respectively. A summary of the percent of livestock losses caused by each
predator species in Montana is shown in Table 1.5 and number and value by predator and
type of livestock is summarized in Table 1.6.

Table 1.5. The Percentage Total Predator Loss in Montana of Cattle, Calf, Sheep, and Lamb Losses
Attributed to a Particular Predator Species (USDA Veterinary Services 2015;2017).

Predator Species | % Cattle loss % Calf % Sheep % Lamb loss

loss loss

Coyotes 22.1 41.5 79.2 84.3
Mountain lions/ | 24.3 2.5 6.6 1.8
Bobcats'

Bears 25.8 13 6.3 1.5
Dogs 0 0 3.2 1.6
Wolves 10.2 12.8 22 0.6
Other 0 4.8 1.3 6.6
Unknown 17.6 254 1.2 3.5
Total 100 100 100 100

! For sheep and lambs, loss to mountain lions and bobcats were combined (USDA Veterinary Services
2015).
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Table 1.6. Head of Livestock Depredated or Injured by Predators Reported to or Verified by WS-Montana and the Estimated Combined Total Value' for
FY2013 — FY2017 (MIS 2018).

Resource

Sheep Cattle Equine Goats Others’ Total
Species # Value # Value # Value # Value # Value # Value
Coyote 9,554 $1,461,660 1,567 $1,545,885 4 $7,276 59 $9,902 62 $973 11,246 $3,025,697
Gray Wolf 126 $46,820 1,900 $1,642,608 12 $38,167 19 $53,656 41 $3,975 16,829 $1,733,448
Grizzly Bear 176 $40,504 431 $641,279 4 $6,319 5 $720 102 $12,503 718 $701,325
Black Bear 580 $97,524 50 $59,075 - - 37 $8,966 542 $147,450 1,209 $313,015
Raccoon - - - - - - 52 $519 52 $519
Mountain Lion 506 $101,990 46 $54,734 22 $13,930 114 $30,409 67 $77,586 755 $278,649
Red Fox 170 $26,637 - - - - - - 240 $4,178 410 $30,815
Bobcat 12 $1,335 - - - - 2 $730 22 $905 36 $2,969
Badger - - - - - - - - - - - -
Feral Cat - - - - - - - - - - - -
Common Raven 67 $7,896 60 $42,281 - - - - 98 2,041 225 $52,219
Striped Skunk - - - - - - - - - - - -
Feral Dog 64 $8,517 15 $10,227 - - 1 50 - - 80 $18,794
Total 11,255 $1,792,883 4,069 $3,996,089 42 $65,693 237 $53,656 1,226 $249,130 | 16,829 $6,157,451

' Dollar values are based on nationally calculated averages or are reported by the producer.

2 Others include alpacas, beefalo, llamas, domestic fowl, guard animals, bison, swine, and beehives.

66




Final Environmental Assessment: Predator Damage and Conflict Management in Montana

1.11.2.6 What are livestock producers doing to prevent predation?

Overall use of non-lethal methods by Montana producers was higher than the national
average, with 86.4% of all survey respondents reporting using at least one nonlethal
method (K. Marshall, APHIS National Animal Health Monitoring System, 2016,
unpublished data). Table 1.7 shows the percentage of Montana producers surveyed that
used non-lethal strategies to prevent losses of cattle, calves, (National Agricultural
Statistics Service 2012) and sheep (National Agricultural Statistics Service 2015, USDA
Veterinary Services 2015) from predators in Montana. Culling refers to the removal of
older and more vulnerable livestock from the inventory.

Table 1.7. Percentage of Montana Livestock Operations Utilizing a Specific Non-lethal Method for

Protection of Cattle & Calves or Sheep. (Producers can utilize more than one non-lethal method
simultaneously; (National Agricultural Statistics Service 2012, USDA Veterinary Services 2015).

Non-lethal Method Cattle and Calves Sheep and
(%) Lambs (%)
Guard dogs 34.6 38.9
Exclusion fencing 3.1 37.2
Frequent checks 26.6 34.5
Carcass removal 36.9 24.5
Culling 30.1 23.4
Night penning 19.8 48
Herding 12.7 7.9
Fright/harassment tactics 4.4 6.5
Shed lambing - 49
Llamas - 24
Changing bedding - 12.2
Donkeys - 9.3
Other 17.1 9.9

After receiving a request for assistance, WS-Montana assesses the situation to determine
if the non-lethal methods previously conducted by the landowner were appropriate and
carried out correctly, given the circumstances. Additional non-lethal methods may be
recommended and or implemented by WS-Montana if deemed potentially effective by
field personnel; sometimes, however, resolution of the conflict requires supplemental
lethal control.

WS-Montana is typically contacted by landowners who have attempted several non-lethal
strategies on their own. In FY2016, producers requesting assisting from WS-Montana
who use non-lethal methods report using an average of 3.3 non-lethal methods per year
(MIS 2018). Of producers requesting assistance from WS-Montana and using non-lethal
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methods, producers report using exclusion fencing (44.9%), guard animals (41.4%), shed
lambing (26.5%), and harassment (16.6%). Additional non-lethal methods producers
report using include relocating livestock or changing pastures (34.7%), changing animal
husbandry methods (29.6%), confining livestock, for example night penning (28.3%),
herding (15.5%), and eliminating attractants such as feed (12.3%). Percentages are
annual averages for FY2015 and FY2016 (MIS 2018).

Appendix A provides more detail on both non-lethal and lethal IPDM methods.

1.11.2.7 How Many Requests for Assistance Occur in Montana?

Requests for assistance represent an index to the level of need for IPDM work to be
conducted by WS-Montana, but these requests likely represent only a portion of the
actual need. For example, Connolly (1992) determined that only 19% of the total adult
sheep and 23% of the lambs actually killed by predators are reported to or verified by
USDA Wildlife Services nationally.

WS-Montana personnel record their requests for assistance in the WS MIS database.
Each response is recorded as a Work Task, documenting the species and resource(s) that
are in conflict. A Work Task is defined as a single visit to a property or contact by WS-
Montana personnel to provide technical assistance, to conduct a wildlife damage field
evaluation/assessment/investigation, or to continue work on an IPDM activity/project in
progress. The number of work tasks serves as an index of the intensity of effort or
responses by WS-Montana personnel to address incidents involving the particular species
which are impacting particular resources. Reports of these conflicts do not represent the
number of individual landowner requests for service, but rather the number of responses
by WS-Montana for those types of resource/species combinations. This information can
describe the frequency of responses to requests for assistance.

At the time of providing a response to an individual request for service, WS-Montana
may provide a requester with information, demonstrations, recommendations for
strategies that the landowner may implement (technical assistance), and/or direct
assistance in which the WS-Montana employee takes direct action to address the predator
situation. As an individual situation may involve one or more predators causing damage
to more than one resource, the conflict data recorded for the field visit cannot be used to
determine the number of unique requests for assistance for each predator and/or livestock
animal.

The average number of livestock conflicts WS-Montana recorded for the species in this
EA is over 8,894 responses (Work Tasks) per year between FY2013 and 2017. Out of the
total number of responses, predator damage to livestock comprises 95% or an average of
8,460 responses per year. Of all the resources in the livestock group, calves, lambs, and
sheep are the resources most frequently in conflict with predators, at 43.4%, 34.7%, and
15%, respectively. 74.3% of the conflicts with livestock were associated with damage or
threat of damage from coyotes and 13.2% were associated with wolves, with other
predators contributing a smaller proportion each (Table 1.8).

While there has not yet been a request for assistance with feral swine damage in
Montana, the presence of a large number of feral swine near the border in Saskatchewan,
Canada makes it highly probable that WS-Montana will be requested to manage feral
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swine damage in the state in the foreseeable future given their potential for property
damage and as reservoirs for diseases of public and animal health diseases with the
potential to become economically important. In the event of a request by cooperators for
assistance in managing feral swine damage, WS has prepared a programmatic feral swine
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to evaluate alternatives for a nationally
coordinated feral swine damage management program (USDA Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service et al. 2015). The Record of Decision (ROD), issued July 2015,
selected a nationally coordinated, integrated Feral Swine Damage Management (FSDM)
program. The selected alternative in the ROD incorporated all legally available FSDM
methods and retained the flexibility to continue to work with local stakeholders under
state or local level NEPA decisions, with local stakeholders to manage feral swine
damage according to local feral swine management goals. This EA is consistent with the
applicable findings, policies, and operational procedures evaluated in the Final EIS
(FEIS).

Table 1.8. Percentage of Livestock-Related IPDM Work Tasks by Predator Species Recorded by
WS-Montana: FY2013 - FY2017.

Species Percentage of Work Tasks

Coyote 74.3
Gray Wolf 13.2
Red Fox 6.1
Grizzly Bear 2.3
Black Bear 1.6
Mountain Lion 1.6
Striped Skunk <1
Raccoon <1
Feral Cat <1
Bobcat <1
Badger <1
Feral Dog <1
Raven <1

1.11.2.8 How Does WS-Montana Cooperate with Other Entities in Managing Grizzly Bear,
Black Bear, and Mountain Lion Damage to Livestock?

WS-Montana cooperatively works with MFWP, USFWS, USFS, counties, and/or private
individuals to assist them in managing wildlife damage, threats, or complaints. An
MOU between MFWP and WS-Montana clarifies the roles of the two agencies in
responding to complaints involving grizzly bears, wolves, black bears, and mountain
lions (Section 1.8). WS-Montana is responsible for responding to livestock complaints or
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livestock depredations involving grizzly bears, gray wolves, black bears and mountain
lions, and MFWP is responsible for responding to non-livestock complaints including
public and pet safety issues. Livestock loss compensation is available if WS-Montana
investigates and determine that depredations are caused by grizzly bears, wolves, and, as
of 2017, mountain lions.

Damage management efforts are closely associated with individual damage complaints
and are designed to manage only the animal creating the damage situation. In Montana
counties where WS-Montana is not under agreement for assistance, MFWP, landowners
or their agents, or private county contractors may conduct PDM efforts in the absence of
WS-Montana Cooperative Service Agreements.

MFWP and WS-Montana receive numerous complaints from concerned citizens
regarding wildlife-livestock conflicts. WS-Montana records these complaints using
Investigative Report Forms. Grizzly bears, black bears, wolves, and mountain lions
occasionally cause damage to land or crops (e.g. grain storage containers and corn fields);
however, most damage complaints occur when these species prey upon, or attempt to
prey upon, livestock. Many complaints associated with these species being present near
livestock are initially handled by MFWP or WS-Montana using non-lethal technical
assistance (Appendix A), including advice, training, and educational materials to improve
coexistence between people and wildlife and reduce the potential for conflicts. Once
livestock depredations occur, complaints made to MFWP are forwarded to WS-Montana.
WS-Montana can also receive requests for assistance directly from resource owners and
directly provide services for livestock associated complaints.

A complaint filed with WS-Montana can be for one or multiple animals that may be
responsible for the damage of a particular resource or property. Therefore, the number of
complaints does not necessarily indicate how many individual animals were involved, but
rather the frequency of damage occurrences in Montana during a year (Table 1.9).
Property owners, who must report the take to MFWP, may also take depredating animals.
Therefore, it is not possible to know with certainty the total number of animals involved.

Table 1.9. Number of Investigative Reports Completed by WS-Montana for Grizzly Bear, Wolf,
Black Bear, and Mountain Lion Depredation Complaints during FY 2013 - FY2017.

License/C | # of Grizzly # of Black # of Mountain  # of Gray

alendar Bear Bear Lion Wolf

Year Complaints Complaints Complaints Complaints
WS-Montana | WS-Montana | WS-Montana | WS-Montana

2013 25 37 35 129

2014 46 26 37 92

2015 88 35 42 91

2016 84 16 37 103

2017 98 13 22 102
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1.11.2.9 What Proportion of WS-Montana Livestock Conflict Work Occurs on Public and
Private Lands?

Montana comprises over 94 million acres (147,040 square miles), with approximately
29% under the jurisdiction of federal agencies (USFS 18%, BLM 8.5%, NPS 1.2%,
USFWS 1.3%, and other 0.4%). Private lands comprise approximately 62.6%, state lands
approximately 5.5%, and Tribal lands approximately 2.9% (National Wilderness Institute
1995, Natural Resources Council of Maine Undated). In Montana, predator conflicts
specific to livestock occur mostly on private land (88.7%), followed by BLM lands
(4.2%), USFS lands (1.7%), state lands (0.7%), tribal lands (0.6%), and undeclared land
classes (4%). Between FY 13 and FY 17 WS-Montana worked on agreements totaling an
average of 11,429,861.8 acres, approximately 12% of the state, per year. Within the areas
under agreement, PDM is generally only conducted in small proportions of the total area.
The primary livestock grazing use of these lands is for cow-calf production and
production of range bands of sheep. BLM lands in Montana tend to be highly
“checkerboarded” with private land, and work on one land class may actually benefit
livestock on another land class, especially near the property lines. Because of the
mobility and large home ranges of coyotes, and other large predators, some IPDM is
conducted adjacent to private lands on BLM and FS grazing allotments in order to
provide adequate and efficient livestock protection.

The need for IPDM activities on public lands depends upon the type of livestock, time of
year, and location where they are grazed. Most cattle grazing on public lands occurs
when calves are older and therefore less vulnerable to coyote predation when put onto
grazing allotments. As sheep and lambs are smaller than cattle, sheep tend to be more
susceptible to predation than cattle at all times of year. Additionally, lambs are put on
allotments shortly after birth when they are more vulnerable to predation by coyotes and
other predators. Producers frequently report damage and request assistance from WS-
Montana during the spring season when younger livestock are more susceptible to
predation

The need to conduct [IPDM on public lands occurs primarily in northeastern and
southwestern Montana where the majority of livestock grazing on USFS and BLM
occurs. The primary predators of concern on USFS and BLM land are coyotes and
wolves. Table 1.10 summarizes livestock losses by land classification.

Table 1.10. Summary of the Number of Livestock Lost to Predators and Reported or Verified by WS-
Montana by Land Class (FY2013-FY2017).

Land Class  Cattle  Sheep Goats Equine Beehives Others' Total

Private 3,331 10,777 150 30 528 334 14,817
USFS 329 219 548
BLM 68 118 186
State 10 10
Tribal 55 13 1 4 262
USFWS 1 1
Undeclared 85 128 86 8 19 345 326
Total 4,069 11,255 237 42 547 679 16,150

! Others include alpacas, beefalo, llamas, domestic fowl, guard animals, bison, and swine.
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Of the predators taken by WS-Montana, the proportion for each land class was calculated
for each county between FY2013 and FY2017. In 32 out of 53 counties in which WS-
Montana works, no predators were lethally removed on federal lands. The percent of
predators lethally removed on federal lands in each county is shown in Figure 1.1.
Across Montana, 5.1% of all predators lethally removed by WS-Montana are taken on
federal lands (Table 1.3).

Figure 1.1. Proportion of predators lethally removed by WS-Montana on federal lands versus other
ownership classes by county during FY2013-FY2017.
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1.11.2.10 What Diseases Do Predators Transmit to Livestock in Montana?

In addition to direct livestock losses to predators through predation and injury, livestock
can also be impacted by a number of diseases transmissible from predators, including
rabies (raccoons, skunks, foxes, coyotes); leptospirosis (canines, raccoons, opossums,
feral swine); Neospora caninum and the tapeworm Echinococcus granulosus (feral dogs,
wolves, coyotes, and fox); classic swine fever virus, Brucella suis, and Trichinella
spiralis (feral swine); and Toxoplasma gondii (domestic cats)(Gondim et al. 2004a,
Gondim et al. 2004b, Foreyt et al. 2009, Adler 2010, McAllister 2014). Not all of these
pathogens have documented detections in Montana predator populations. However, since
these pathogens are known to circulate in predator populations outside of Montana, it is
possible that some pathogens may be undetected in Montana predator populations or may
be introduced to those populations in the future. Predator management can have an
indirect effect by reducing the risk of livestock contracting a disease by minimizing the
potential for livestock-predator interactions. WS-Montana has not been requested to
conduct IPDM specifically for livestock disease control, but IPDM activities for other
reasons can indirectly assist disease control efforts when carcasses are sampled.
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1.11.3 What is the Need for IPDM in Montana for Protecting Agriculture Resources
and Property Other Than Livestock?

1.11.3.1 Background

As discussed previously, predators within the scope of this EA in Montana cause
conflicts with livestock, comprising 95% of WS-Montana’s responses to conflicts (based
on Work Tasks recorded; Section 1.11.2.7). The remaining 5% of responses were for
other conflicts with predators including conflicts with other agricultural resources (trees,
seedlings, and pen-raised game animals), other animals (pets and guard animals) , other
property damage, aircraft damage (Section 1.12.4.9), and human health and safety.
Property damage is typically caused by grizzly bears, black bears, coyotes, feral/free-
roaming dogs, foxes, badgers, skunks, ravens, and raccoons. Predators such as foxes and
badgers can burrow in improved or planted pasture, inhibiting the use of planting and
mowing equipment and damaging the equipment. Predators also damage buildings and
structures (including homes, sheds, barns, coops, etc.), trying to gain access for food or
other resources, and undermining the structure’s foundation. Bears, coyotes, skunks, and
badgers damage irrigation pipe systems. These and other predators burrow into dikes and
dams, damaging barriers and liners. Skunks, raccoons, and coyotes destroy gardens,
lawns, or turf farms, and they live under homes, destroying insulation and other
components and creating health concerns with feces. Damage to agricultural resources
can be caused by multiple species. Tree and seedling damage is caused by coyotes.
Hives in bee yards, grain storage bins, and corn fields are damaged by black bears and
grizzly bears, which are attracted to the high calorie food source. Reported and verified
damage recorded by WS-Montana for these types of agricultural resources and property
totaled $170,643 for FY2013 through FY2017, an average of $34,129 per year (MIS
2018).

While feral swine have not been confirmed in Montana, abundant feral swine in
Saskatchewan, Canada are likely to disperse into Montana (Brook and van Beest 2014).
The damage from feral swine to natural and agricultural resources can be substantial
(Seward et al. 2004). Pimentel (2007) estimated damage caused by feral swine could be
$300/animal/year.

1.11.3.2 What Actions Does MFWP Take to Address Property Damage Caused by Bears?

MFWP continues to work with landowners to address issues related to property damage
caused by grizzly bears and black bears including lethal and non-lethal options and to
provide non-lethal recommendations to agricultural operators and property owners on
ways to reduce or eliminate damage from depredating bears (Dood et al. 2006, Montana
Fish Wildlife and Parks 2013).

The department provides advice and education to the general public to attempt to resolve
conflicts with bears, first through simple precautions in as many instances as possible
(Dood et al. 2006, Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks 2013). Property damage by bears
may be eliminated or mitigated by various means depending on the type of damage.
Noise repellents, hazing, and electric fencing may be effective methods to reduce damage
depending on specific situations. Because bears are sensitive to electricity, electric
fences may eliminate bear damage to beehives, orchards, livestock, domestic fowl, or
other property. However, electric fences may be difficult and costly to install and
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maintain, or may be prohibited by local ordinances, particularly in residential areas. For
example in Bozeman, city ordinances prohibit electric fences because they are viewed as
a hazard to human safety. Bears are strong, agile climbers, and as a result, other types of
fences may be ineffective at preventing damage from bears.

For black bears, MFWP has the following guidelines for responding to reported black
bear property damage (MFWP 2003):

MFWP response to a black bear observed in a property damage situation or determining
to be habituated to humans:

e Capture, relocate or destroy the bear depending upon the circumstances of each
individual bear incident.

e Aduvise the reporting party of appropriate preventive actions that should be taken.

e Following a warning and reasonable opportunity to comply, issue a warning or
citation (MCA 87-3-130(2)(a) and (b)) to persons who purposely or knowingly
attract bears with supplemental feed attractants or, after receiving a previous
warning, fail to properly store supplemental feed attractants to allow bears access
to the supplemental feed attractants.

e When an employee is unable to respond immediately, the person receiving the
call should advise the caller to contact the nearest public safety agency, if the
situation worsens.

¢ Continual presence of a bear may require aversive conditioning or capture.

Under MCA 87-3-127, a landowner or landowner agent (private or WS-Montana or
MFWP) is allowed to use lethal control including pursuit with dogs to address damage to
livestock including beehives caused by black bears without obtaining a permit from the
MFWP. Complaints about black bears causing damage are often addressed by
landowners, landowner agents, or the WS-Montana field specialist in participating
counties and at the discretion of the landowner. The presence of a WS-Montana field
specialist in any given county is dependent on that county providing partial financial
support for a full- or part-time agent. These agents assist producers with advice or lethal
control to address issues related to damage by bears and other wildlife species.

For grizzly bears, MFWP has the following preferred management approaches to manage
property damage by grizzlies (Dood et al. 2006, Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks 2013):

e Focus on preventive measures, including securing attractants, and improving
overall sanitation; the agency's bear management specialist works on these issues
on public and private lands.

e Seek funding to continue the grizzly bear management specialist positions
currently stationed in Missoula, Kalispell, and Choteau.

e Respond to conflicts as soon as feasible by phone or in person if possible.

According to MFWP grizzly bear management plans (Dood 2006, MFWP 2013),
techniques to prevent damage may include aversive conditioning, physical protection
(i.e., electric fencing), relocating or removing offending animals, and deterrent devices.
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MFWP will continue to encourage the development of effective non-lethal damage
management techniques and equipment. MFWP will cooperate with city, county, state,
tribal and federal governments to develop model systems for managing attractants,
provide incentives for property attractant management, and pursue the establishment of
penalties that result in compliance with attractant storage regulations (e.g. MCA §87-3-
103 and §87-6-216).

Variations in predator complaint volumes over time may actually reflect annual changes
in food availability rather than population abundance (e.g., (Howe et al. 2010)),
landscape characteristics and land-use changes (e.g., (Merkle et al. 2011), or regulatory
changes (e.g., (Howe et al. 2010). However, as bear and human abundance and
distribution increase, an increase in the level of conflicts may be expected (Garshelis and
Hristienko 2006). In Montana, changes in the number of complaints vary geographically.
For example, in NW Montana there have been years with low mast production and
increased numbers of complaints, but east of the Rocky Mountain Front, increased
numbers of complaints are caused by an expanding grizzly bear population.

1.11.4 What is the Need in Montana for Protection of Public Safety, Health, and Pets
from Predators?

1.11.4.1 What is the Potential for Risk to Human and Pet Health and Safety from
Predators?

An increasing potential for contact between humans, domestic animals and wildlife
occurs as people make greater use of wildlife habitat for a variety of recreational and
commercial pursuits, and as wildlife enters human-occupied areas in pursuit of food and
other resources. Habitat alterations that may increase conflicts include the planting of
ornamental plants and vegetables, artificial pools, pets, pet food, garbage, piles of waste
debris and woodpiles. Many people enjoy wildlife to the point of purchasing food
specifically for feeding wildlife despite laws prohibiting this in Montana. MCA §87-6-
216 stipulates that providing supplemental feed for the purpose of attracting game
animals, such as bears or mountain lions, is unlawful. The constant presence of human-
created refuse, readily available water supplies, and abundant prey populations found in
areas of human development can potentially increase the attractiveness of those
communities to predators.

Many animals have become food conditioned or habituated to people, vehicles, and
developed areas and may exhibit bold or threatening behavior toward humans. In
addition to food conditioning and habituation, disease may also cause these behaviors.
Wildlife attacks on humans are rare in Montana and nationwide. However, in order to
manage these rare threats, MCA §87-1-217 calls for MFWP to include the safeguarding
of humans, livestock, and pets as primary goals.

WS-Montana conducts limited IPDM actions in Montana to protect human and pet health
and safety, when requested. Although rare, these concerns include: attacks on humans
and pets by mountain lions, bears, wolves, and coyotes that result in injuries or death;
disease threats from rabies and plague; odor and noise nuisances from skunks and
raccoons under houses; and airstrike hazards from ravens, red foxes, skunks, and coyotes
utilizing aircraft operating spaces. The number of predators causing threats to HHS in
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Montana annually, with the exception of those representing airstrike hazards, are shown
in Table 1.11.

Table 1.11. Predators reported to WS-Montana presenting non-aviation related threats human and
pet health and safety (FY2013-FY2017).

Fiscal Black Grizzly Mountain Bobcats  Coyotes Red Common Striped
Year Bears Bears Lions Foxes Ravens Skunks
2013 1 5 3 1 2 1 0 0
2014 1 1 5 0 6 0 1 0
2015 1 2 5 0 1 0 0 0
2016 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0
2017 2 2 5 0 1 0 0 1
Total 6 12 19 1 10 1 1 1

1.11.4.2 What is the Extent of Human-Coyote Interactions?

Timm et al. (2004). Reported attacks occur frequently in areas of wildland-suburban
interface where coyotes are drawn to readily available resources such as pets, pet food,
rabbits, rodents and water, or due to reductions in predator management programs (Timm
et al. 2004). Purposeful feeding of coyotes in some locations appears to increase coyote
habituation which can also lead to conflict (Timm and Baker 2007).

Recent and highly publicized coyote attacks have heightened people’s awareness of the
potential threat of such encounters. In the Chicago metropolitan area, newspaper articles
related to human-coyote conflicts increased over twenty-fold since the 1990s (White and
Gehrt 2009). In July 2015, four coyote attacks on children were reported in Irvine,
California within a month (Heck 2015), (California Department of Fish and Game 2015).
While bites or deaths caused by coyotes are generally reported by the media as ‘attacks’,
White and Gehrt (2009) found that some reports of coyote scratches or neighborhood
sightings have been reported as ‘attacks.’

In addition to threats to human health and safety, during FY2013-FY2017, WS-Montana
responded to 45 conflicts where pets were the reported resource at risk, of which 27%
were related to coyotes, 27% to mountain lions, 40% to gray wolves, and 7% to grizzly
bears (MIS 2018).

When non-lethal methods are not effective or human health and safety is at imminent
risk, lethal methods may be needed. Coyotes are defined in the State of Montana as
predatory animals (MCA §87-2-101) and hunting is not regulated by federal or state laws
or regulations. However, methods for lethal take may be limited in urban areas pursuant
to local ordinances. MFWP, MDOL, and WS-Montana have authority to lethally remove
coyotes within county and city limits (MCA §81-7-101-102).

1.11.4.3 What is the Extent of Human-Bear Interactions?

During 1900-2009, at least 63 people were killed during 59 incidents involving non-
captive black bears in North America (Herrero et al. 2011). During 1992-2000, 995
human-grizzly bear conflicts, 35 of which involved injury to humans, were reported in
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the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem with no significant increase in frequency over time
(Gunther et al. 2004). However, Penteriani et al. (2016) reports the number of grizzly
bear attacks in North America has been increasing since 1985 (Penteriani et al. 2016)
with 7 fatalities occurring in the Northern Rockies since 2010 of which 6 occurred in the
greater Yellowstone area (Yinn 2016).

According to Montana’s Environmental Quality Council’s (EQC) program evaluation
wildlife conflict management by MFWP (referred to as DFWP below; EQC 2015):

“In the last 10 years, the DFWP’s Region 1, based in Kalispell, recorded seven
incidents involving bears (three involving grizzlies) in which seven people were
injured and an eighth was killed. Region 4, headquartered in Great Falls, recorded
four grizzly bear/human interactions in which one person was injured.”

In 2018, MFWP requested WS-Montana assistance to capture a grizzly bear that mauled
a bird hunter in Region 4.

Figure 1.2. Map of MFWP regions.

Although large carnivore attacks on humans are rare compared to human fatalities by
other wildlife, the increase in large carnivore populations and the increasing number of
people involved in outdoor activities increases the probability of risky encounters and
potential attacks (Penteriani et al. 2016).

MFWP is responsible for responding to situations where black bears or grizzly bears are
considered dangerous to people and has entered into an MOU with WS-Montana for
receiving assistance where necessary (Section 1.8). Between FY2013 and FY2017, WS-
Montana responded to 7 human safety issues for black bears and 13 for grizzly bears,
while for grizzly bears WS-Montana received an annual average of 68 complaints related
to grizzly bear damage. Over the same time period, MFWP relocated 273 black bears
and 41 grizzly bears in response to human conflicts (Table 1.12;
https://fwp.mt.gov/conservation/wildlife-management).
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1.11.4.4 What are MFWP’s Objectives and Strategies Related to Bear-Human and Pet
Health and Safety Management?

The MFWP’s objectives for managing bears that are a threat to human/pet health or
safety involve working to reduce the number of human-bear conflicts that may result in
the lethal or non-lethal removal of the bear, particularly in situations where bears may
become habituated to humans, as well as maintaining healthy and optimum bear
populations (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1993, Dood et al. 2006, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service 2012, Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks 2013). Policies differ depending
on the nature of the conflict and the bear species in conflict (Dood et al. 2006, Montana
Fish Wildlife and Parks 2013).

There are two management plans for grizzly bears, listed as threatened under ESA, in
Montana (Dood et al. 2006, Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks 2013).

MFWP’s direction regarding the management of grizzly bear conflicts in western
Montana in the areas surrounding Glacier National Park includes the following from
Dood et al. (2006):

e “Bears that kill people in either an unprovoked or provoked situation will be
removed from the population if they can be reasonably identified. If a female with
cubs at side attacks and kills a person in an unprovoked situation, removal of the
cubs from the population will be considered to prevent a learned behavior from
being passed along. In this instance, MFWP recognizes that the approach is more
constrained than present guidelines.”

e “Bears displaying unacceptable aggression, or behavioral responses considered to
be a threat to human safety, will be removed from the population as quickly as
possible.”

Bears may become habituated to human activities (ignore nearby human activity)
or become "food conditioned” (consume human food or garbage or other
attractants). While food conditioned bears do not necessarily become habituated,
habituated bears often lose their fear of humans and consequently no longer avoid
people. More importantly, habituated and/or food-conditioned bears are often
involved in injury or death to humans.

“To deal with these issues, MFWP preferred approaches are as follows:

« If the bear is already habituated and/or food conditioned and is viewed as a
threat to human safety, that bear would be removed (euthanized or relocated to a
research facility/zoo).

» Any bear causing human injury or death while acting in a predaceous manner,
will be destroyed as will any cubs at side accompanying a female.

* A bear displaying aggressive, but non-predaceous, behavior will not necessarily
be removed, depending on the circumstances of the encounter and the sex, age
and reproductive status of the bear.”
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MFWP’s direction regarding the management of grizzly bear conflicts in southwest
Montana in the areas surrounding Yellowstone National Park includes the following
(Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks 2013):

* Lethally remove bears displaying predatory behavior that kill/injure/attack
people.

* Consider lethal removal for bears that kill/injure/attack people in a surprise
encounter situation on a case by case basis.

* Consider lethal removal for bears displaying bold, aggressive behavior resulting
in a threat to human safety on a case by case basis.

* Consider preemptively relocating a grizzly bear to avoid conflicts when there is
a demonstrated threat to human safety.

* Attempt to remove any grizzly bear displaying unnatural aggression or
considered a threat to human safety, as quickly as possible.

* Attempt to remove any grizzly bear displaying natural defensive behavior when,
in the judgment of FWP, circumstances warrant removal and non-lethal methods
are not feasible or practical.

* Aversively condition, relocate, or remove any grizzly bear displaying food-
conditioned, or habituated behaviors, or damaging property based on the
individual bear and specific details of the incident. Management authorities will
make these decisions after considering the cause, location, and severity of the
incident or incidents.

* Preemptively move a grizzly bear when it is in an area where it is likely to come
into conflict with humans or their property. Conversely, temporarily exclude
people from an area if the situation has a high risk to the public, e.g. a carcass on
a trail being fed on by grizzlies.”

MFWP guidelines for dealing with back bear incidents classify incidents into 4
categories: 1) bear that cause a human injury or is determined by MFWP to pose an
immediate threat to human safety; 2) bear that causes property damage, was previously
captured and relocated and reappears as a nuisance bear, or is determined to be habituated
to humans, human foods, garbage, structures or equipment; 3) bear sighted in or near
human habitation; and 4) bear involved in livestock depredation, including beehives
(Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks 2013). The guidelines found in Montana Fish Wildlife
and Parks (2013) list incident response procedures by category all of which include
notification procedures. The response procedures for black bears causing property
damage or that are habituated to humans are reviewed in section 1.11.3.2. For black
bears that pose an immediate threat to human safety, responses are: 1) notify the
appropriate emergency response entity as possible; 2) MFWP will notify the nearest
available MFWP biologist and warden and/or law enforcement agency for dispatch to the
case; 3) a description of the incident and all actions taken by MFWP personnel will be
documented; and 4) when possible, all black bears posing an immediate threat to human
safety will be immediately destroyed as safely and humanely as possible (Montana Fish
Wildlife and Parks 2013).

Characteristics of residential areas often limit the ability to capture and remove bears that
are a safety threat, nuisance, or causing damage. The presence of pets, children, and
private properties make some methods used to capture or haze bears impractical.
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Discharging a firearm or other weapon is usually prohibited by law within city limits or
by ordinance within residential areas. As a result, most conflicts in residential areas are
resolved through advice from the department and actions taken by affected homeowners.
All MFWP bear management guidelines include strategies to educate the public about
safety measures to prevent conflicts with bears and develop and enforce practical and
effective attractant storage rules/regulations (Dood et al. 2006, Montana Fish Wildlife
and Parks 2013).

In situations related to human safety or considerable damage within residential areas,
culvert traps may be used by MFWP in an attempt to capture the bear causing problems.
Culvert traps or box-type traps are safe for use in areas where pets and people may
frequent. However, the capture efficiency of these traps is limited, especially if food is
readily available, so, in some circumstances, problem bears cannot be removed and
residents must become educated on how to reduce or prevent the problems. Table 1.12
summarizes relocations of grizzly bears and black bears by MFWP between 2013 and
2017.

Table 1.12. Bears Relocated by MFWP for conflicts with humans 2013-2017 (Montana Fish Wildlife
and Parks 2020).

Species 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 Total
Relocated
Black Bears 24 29 112 15 17 197
Grizzly 7 3 6 9 13 38
Bears
Total 31 32 118 24 30 235

MCA §87-6-106 states that there is no criminal liability for taking of wildlife, with the
exception of grizzly bears, that is attacking, killing, or threatening to kill a person or
livestock. Grizzly bears may only be taken if they are attacking, killing, or threatening to
kill a person or if the grizzly bear is in the act of attacking or killing livestock. All take
under this provision must be reported to MFWP within 72 hours (MCA §87-6-106). The
exception to this state law comes from federal regulations regarding grizzly bear take.
Take is managed according to the guidelines set in the original listing (40 CFR 31734,
July 28, 1975), which states, “Grizzly bears in the 48 conterminous States may not be
taken except in defense of human life, or to remove demonstrable but non-immediate
threats to human safety, or to prevent significant depredations on livestock lawfully on
the premises... In addition, takings to remove demonstrable but non-immediate threats to
human safety, or to prevent significant depredations on livestock lawfully on the
premises, can be performed only by Federal or State employees, and only after
reasonable efforts to live-capture and release unharmed in a remote area the bear
involved have failed.”

1.11.4.5 What is the Extent of Human-Mountain Lion Interactions?

Potentially dangerous mountain lion behaviors relative to human health and safety
include aggressive actions such as charging or snarling, or loss of wariness of humans.
Although rare, mountain lion attacks on humans in the western United States and British
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Columbia have increased (Beier 1992), (Cougar Management Guidelines Working Group
2005, Penteriani et al. 2016), primarily due to increased mountain lion populations,
reduced hunting, and increased human use of mountain lion habitat (Beier 1992),). For
example, since California’s Wildlife Protection Act of 1990 gave mountain lions special
status in the state resulting in a prohibition on regulated hunting, there were three fatal
attacks and twelve non-fatal attacks in California during 1986 through January of 2014
(California Department of Fish and Game 2017). Fitzhugh et al. (2003) report there were
16 fatal and 92 non-fatal attacks on humans since 1890 in the United States and Canada.
Of those attacks, seven fatal and 38 non-fatal attacks have occurred since 1991.

The last fatal attack in Montana, of a 5-year-old boy, occurred in 1989. Since then 3
attacks, all on children, have been documented (Milliard 2008). In 2018, MFWP
requested WS-Montana to assist with the removal of a mountain lion that was stalking
bicyclists on BLM trails near Red Lodge.

According to Montana’s EQC evaluation of wildlife conflict management by MFWP

(referred to below as DFWP)(Stockwell 2015):
“The number of mountain lion complaints in Region 2 averaged about 250
annually in the last 4 years. The DFWP says the number of complaints correlates
directly to the availability of deer, elk, and turkeys inhabiting the area. In 2012,
77% of the complaints involved mountain lions seeking out natural prey species
in and around home sites within riparian and foothill regions. Four percent of calls
in 2012 involved humans encountering mountain lions at close range.”

Between FY2013 and FY2017, WS-Montana responded to 21 human health and safety
related requests involving mountain lions. Over the same time period MFWP did not
relocate any mountain lions (http://fwp.mt.gov/).

1.11.4.6 What are MFWP and WS-Montana Responses to Mountain Lion Threats?

MFWP has developed standardized guidelines for responding to mountain lion sightings
and damage complaints (Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks 2019b). In instances of
livestock depredation, Wildlife Services-Montana is notified, and assistance given as
needed. Montana law (MCA §87-3-127) gives stock growers the right to kill certain
stock-killing predator species, including mountain lions.

1.11.4.7 What is the Extent of Human-Wolf Interactions?

Wolf attacks on people are very rare. Most wolf incidents occur when wolves habituate
to humans or human activities and exhibit bold behaviors which at times have included
exploring campsites and stealing gear or food (Boyd 2017). Prompt management ensures
that habituation does not result in threats to human safety. The expanding distribution of
both wolves and humans has led to an increase in wolf-human encounters in the last 30
years (Boyd 2017). Two documented fatal attacks by wolves on humans have occurred
in North America in recent years. The first occurred in November 2005 near Points
North, Saskatchewan (McNay 2007) and the other in March 2010 near the village of
Chignik Lake, Alaska (Butler et al. 2011). In the first case, evidence suggested several
local wolves had become habituated to people, and the victim was attacked while out
walking alone in a wooded area. Those wolves had been feeding on the victim’s body
before searchers found the remains, indicating the attack was likely predatory. This is
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believed to be the first documented human mortality from wolves in North America. In
the second case, Alaska officials concluded wolves killed a 32-year-old woman as she
was jogging along a gravel road near the Town of Chignik Lake, on the Alaska Peninsula
(Butler et al. 2011). Wolves have not attacked and injured or killed any people in the
lower 48 United States. However, McNay (2002) reviewed 80 wolf-human encounters in
Alaska and Canada and found that an increase in aggressive wolf-human encounters after
1970 occurred a minimally exploited wolf population converged with human activity in
wolf habitat.

In Montana, wolves have injured and killed domestic pets, primarily dogs associated with
livestock operations (Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks 2003). Bangs and Shivik (2001)
note wolves probably perceived hunting hounds and guarding/herding dogs as
“trespassing” competitors rather than prey because wolves did not feed on the domestic
dogs. When wolves approach human residences and threaten or kill people’s pets or
exhibit bold behavior, people often become concerned for human safety. This is
especially true if small children are present at those residences. WS-Montana responded
to one request for assistance with wolves involving human safety between FY2013 and
FY2017 while receiving an average of 103 complaints related to wolf damage each year.

1.11.4.8 What are MFWP and WS-Montana Responses to Wolf Threats?

The wolf population in Montana has been at or above the biological criteria for recovery
since 2004. Rapid population growth occurred between 2004 and 2011. In 2011 after
wolves were delisted, MFWP implemented the state’s management framework which
included an adaptive management strategy (Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks 2003).

This adaptive strategy allows for more liberal management of wolves when the wolf
population is above the population goals of 15 breeding pairs and 150 wolves. Wolves in
Montana have remained well above these goals since delisting (Boyd et al. 2017).

The MOU between WS-Montana and MFWP outlines responsibilities for WS-Montana
and MFWP. For wolf damage management, WS-Montana is responsible for responding
to livestock depredations suspected of being caused by wolves. MFWP is responsible for
responding to non-livestock complaints. The MOU authorizes WS-Montana to harass
wolves or otherwise non-lethally intervene if wolves are observed in the vicinity of
livestock or if they present a threat to livestock. The MOU also states that WS-Montana
and MFWP agree to cooperatively disseminate information and coordinate efforts to
prevent depredation at sites where prevention measures can be implemented. When
livestock losses cannot be prevented, field responses will be directed at offending animals
with responses to occur as closely in time and space to the site of the damage as practical.
In instances where traps or snares are set, they will be checked every 24 hours. The MOU
also states that MFWP and WS-Montana will collaborate and share information during
the preparation of an Interagency Wolf Program Annual Report on management actions
that occurred during the calendar year. The MOU reiterates the guidance for wolf
damage management provided in the 2012 Montana protocol to address wolf-livestock
conflicts.
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In 2012 MFWP released a protocol that outlines criteria for wolf damage management
such that a response to a problem involving wolves is implemented closely in time and
space to where the damage occurred. This protocol is designed to enact the state’s
adaptive management framework contained in the state’s conservation and management
plan (Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks 2003) while meeting all of the objectives in that
plan including maintaining a viable and connected wolf population in Montana. When
the wolf population is greater than 15 breeding pairs, this protocol authorizes WS-
Montana to identify, target, and remove offending wolves for 45 days after livestock
depredation is confirmed as a wolf kill. During this 45 day period, WS-Montana may use
all methods available: foot-hold traps, neck snares, shooting, calling, and aerial shooting.
This protocol states that WS-Montana “shall make every effort to avoid lethal removal of
non-problem wolves in areas near and adjacent to the site of depredation.” This protocol
also outlines expectations for regular communication with MFWP including contacting
MFWP within 24 hours of initiation of control or collaring efforts and notifying the
appropriate MFWP wolf specialist within 48 hours of any wolves being collared or
removed. When WS determines a depredation event to be a “probable” wolf-related loss
(the presences of some evidence suggests possible predation but there is a lack of
sufficient evidence to clearly confirm predation by a particular species) and there are
greater than 15 breeding pairs, WS may immediately attempt to collar and then contact
MFWP as soon as possible. Lethal control is not automatically permitted for probable
wolf damage. When the wolf population is less than 15 breeding pairs, which has not
occurred since this protocol was implemented in 2012, more conservative levels of lethal
control are to be implemented. In this case, WS may put out traps at or near the
depredation site during an investigation. WS-Montana is expected to contact MFWP as
soon as possible with the outcome of the investigation. MFWP would then authorize
implementation of lethal control or request that a radio collar be placed in the pack.

1.11.4.9 What is MFWP’s Policy Regarding Relocation of Offending Bears and Mountain
Lions?

MFWP does not relocate coyotes and wolves that come in conflict with humans because
of the healthy size of the populations statewide and the high risk of moving the problem
along with the animal. These MFWP policies avoid causing damage problems in the
receiving site, reduce the risk that the animal will return to its original home range, and
avoid potentially causing the death of the animal due to occupied territories or
unfamiliarity with the new location. MFWP may relocate black bears, grizzly bears, and
mountain lions as an attempt to resolve human-wildlife conflicts (Dood et al. 2006,
Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks 2013).

Release locations are made publicly available within a week of relocation at
https://fwp.mt.gov/conservation/wildlife-management. Species specific relocation
policies can be found in Sections 1.11.3.2, 1.11.4.4, and 1.11.4.6.

1.11.4.10 What is the Potential for Disease Transmission to Humans and Pets?

Diseases of wildlife, livestock, pets, and humans can be caused by viral, bacterial, or
parasitic pathogen species. Zoonoses (i.e., diseases transmissible to people) are a major
concern for wildlife managers and other. Pathogen transmission occurs through direct
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contact between infected and uninfected hosts, including host contact with a pathogen-
contaminated environment or food product. Indirect transmission of pathogens through
an intermediate host or vector species, such as biting insects, is another possible
transmission pathway. Once a pathogen is established, secondary cases of infection in
other herd members or humans can occur. Pets and livestock often encounter and interact
with wild mammals, which can increase the opportunity of transmission of pathogens to
humans. WS-Montana uses technical assistance to actively attempt to educate the
public about the risks associated with pathogen transmission from wildlife to humans and
pets.

The transmission of pathogens from wildlife to humans can be complicated by the
potential for numerous species to act as reservoirs and sources of infection. Unless
otherwise noted, the pathogens listed in this section are not currently monitored in
predator populations by WS-Montana and may go undetected or may be introduced to
these populations in the future. While these zoonoses are known to circulate in predator
populations outside of Montana, not all of these have been confirmed in Montana
predator populations. WS-Montana currently conducts minor amounts sampling for
diseases that can be transmitted to humans and pets in Montana as part of the WS-
National Wildlife Disease Program. However, WS-Montana remains available to assist
MFWP or the Department of Public Health with active or passive sampling, as requested.

Individuals or property owners that request assistance frequently have the perception of
potential disease risks from animals living in close proximity to people, from animals
uncharacteristically roving in the daytime in residential areas, or from animals exhibiting
a lack of fear of humans. The most common disease concern is the threat of rabies
transmission to people, pets, and companion animals. Rabies is an acute, fatal viral
disease of mammals most-often transmitted through the bite of a rabid animal. Rabies
poses a threat to humans, either indirectly from exposure from pets or livestock that have
been infected, or directly from handling or from being bitten by an infected animal.
Rabid animals are often aggressive, with a tendency to bite, but may also appear to be
overly docile. In Montana, the occurrence of rabies is rare, with bats being the more
common species causing transmission. See http://liv.mt.gov/Animal-
Health/Diseases/Rabies. Pets can be vaccinated against rabies and, if a human is
exposed, rapid and early treatment is typically effective.

Thanks to aggressive domestic animal vaccination campaigns in the U.S., wild, rather
than domestic, animal cases have comprised the majority of cases reported annually by
the U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention since 1960. Infected wildlife have
been primarily terrestrial carnivores and bats (Krebs et al. 2000) (Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention 2011). The number of rabies-related human deaths in the United
States has declined from more than 100 annually in the early 1900s to an average of one
or two people per year in the 1990s (U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
2017). However, the costs associated with treatment can be between $1,000 and $3,000
or more (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 2011). In addition, the number of
pets and livestock examined and vaccinated for rabies, the number of diagnostic tests
requested, and the number of post-exposure treatments can be expensive. Overall, costs
assisted with living with rabies in the U.S. in 2019 are estimated at $675 million USD

84



Final Environmental Assessment: Predator Damage and Conflict Management in Montana

(Fishbein and Arcangeli 1987, U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 2017,
CoinNews.net 2018)

Feral swine can carry 30 viral and bacterial diseases, and nearly 40 parasites that may
affect humans, pets, domestic livestock, and wildlife species (Ruiz-Fons et al. 2007,
Meng et al. 2009). Feral swine can also harbor the causative agents of important
foodborne diseases such as Escherichia coli (E. coli), Salmonella spp. and Trichinella
spiralis (Brown et al. 2018). Additionally, feral swine can transmit many of these
diseases to pets, including pseudorabies. Dogs, particularly hunting dogs, become
infected with pseudorabies after coming into contact with infected feral swine. Once a
dog is infected, there is no treatment, and death typically occurs 48—72 hours after
symptoms appear (State of Hawaii 2019).

Parvovirus is a common infectious domestic canine disease in the U.S. with a high
morbidity and mortality rate in unvaccinated and untreated dogs. Coyotes, foxes, gray
wolves, raccoons, feral cats and dogs, and other wildlife can carry the highly infectious
parvovirus, after coming in contact with infected animals or contaminated feces. Puppies
and incompletely vaccinated dogs are the most at risk of infection, and affected puppies
have the highest mortality rate (Nandi and Kumar 2010, Decaro and Buonavoglia 2011,
Mitchell 2016). Wildlife can serve as a reservoir for the disease. When shed in feces, the
virus is environmentally stable and extremely difficult to destroy.

Leptospirosis bacteria, carried by striped skunks, raccoons, feral swine, and red fox, can
infect humans and pets (Meng et al. 2009). Transmission usually occurs by direct contact
with urine-contaminated water or food (Adler 2010). Pets are commonly infected when
wildlife have access to water bowls or when they drink from streams. People living or
working closely with animals, wild or domestic, have a higher risk of developing
leptospirosis (World Health Organization 2019). Currently, WS-Montana is collecting
blood samples as part of a nationwide research program conducted by the National
Wildlife Research Center to determine the distribution and prevalence of Leptospira
infection in canines and raccoons.

Raccoon roundworm, Baylisascaris procyonis, are common parasites of raccoons. While
the parasite causes little or no clinical disease in those natural host species, it can cause
serious or fatal disease in humans and domestic animals. Raccoon roundworm is
transmitted through eggs shed in feces. When raccoons use human structures for shelter,
feces can build up in attics, roofs, and yards, increasing the odds that human will come in
contact with infected soil or feces. Children are at increased risk of contracting the
parasites by putting contaminated fingers, soil, or objects in their mouths. Human
fatalities have been confirmed in the U.S. when the mature roundworm migrates to the
brain. The roundworm can also migrate to the central nervous system and eyes. There is
no test for roundworm infection, and medical professionals believe it may be an
underrepresented cause of death (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 2002).

Mange, caused by a sarcoptic mite, infects foxes, coyotes, and wolves in the Rocky
Mountains (Jimenez et al. 2010), causing fur loss and thickened crusting on the skin.
Mange is transmitted to other animals and to humans by direct contact or contact with
blankets and other bedding, giving humans a red, itchy rash.
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Echinococcosis infections (Hydatid disease) involve the larval stage of tapeworm that
depends on wild ungulates and fox, coyote, and wolves for transmission, but can infect
any animal (Foreyt et al. 2009). Tapeworm cysts can be found in the liver, other organs,
nervous tissue, or bone. People become infected by accidentally ingesting the eggs when
handling infected animals or by eating contaminated food, water, or soil. If not treated, it
is potentially fatal (Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks 2010).

Several pathogens infectious to people have been found in feral cats and dogs, including
ringworm (7inea spp.,), a contagious fungal disease contracted through direct interactions
with an infected person, animal, or soil; pasteurella; salmonella; Bartonella (cat scratch
disease); and numerous parasites including roundworms; tapeworms; and toxoplasma.
Pregnant women, children, and people with weakened immune systems are at increased
risk of clinical disease if exposed to toxoplasma (American Veterinary Medical
Association 2004). In 1994, five Florida children were hospitalized with encephalitis that
was associated with cat scratch fever (American Veterinary Medical Association 2004).
The daycare center at the University of Hawaii at Manoa was closed for two weeks in
2002 because of concerns about potential transmission of murine typhus (Rickettsia
typhi) and flea (Ctenocephalides felis) infestations. The fleas at the facility originated
from a feral cat colony that had grown from 100 cats to over 1,000 cats, despite a trap,
neuter, and release effort (American Veterinary Medical Association 2004).

Domestic and feral cats are also vectors of toxoplasmosis, through birds, and rodents and
other mammals, which can infect humans and other wildlife through contact with cat
feces and oocysts in the soil (Torrey and Yolken 2013). The oocysts can also enter water
supplies, and persist in soil for up to 18 months (Dumetre and Darde 2003).
Toxoplasmosis can be transmitted to humans and cause miscarriages, still-births,
microcephaly, mental retardation, and blindness. Although cats are only infected once
before gaining immunity, the huge number of outdoor cats in the U.S. is sufficient to
maintain a large volume of oocysts in the environment. Reducing the number of feral
and free-ranging cats is an important step in prevention, according tort The Wildlife
Society (http://wildlife.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/05/28-Feral-Free-Ranging-

Cats.pdf).

Cats can also transmit the rabies virus, plague and other diseases. Both plague and
tularemia can cause severe disease in humans. WS-Montana is participating in the
National Surveillance Plan by collecting blood samples from mammals, including

predator species.

1.11.4.11 What Work is Needed to Protect Air Operations from Predators at Montana
Airports?

Airports provide ideal conditions for many wildlife species due to the large open grassy
areas often adjacent to brushy, forested habitat used as noise barriers, these are also often
adjacent to water. Access to most airport properties is restricted, so predators living
within airport boundaries are not harvestable during hunting and trapping seasons and are
insulated from many other human disturbances.

86



Final Environmental Assessment: Predator Damage and Conflict Management in Montana

The civil and military aviation communities have acknowledged that the threat to human
health and safety from aircraft collisions with wildlife is increasing (Dolbeer et al. 2000,
MacKinnon et al. 2004, Dolbeer 2009). Collisions between aircraft and wildlife are a
concern throughout the world because wildlife strikes threaten passenger safety (Thorpe
1996), result in lost revenue, and repairs to aircraft can be costly (Linnell et al. 1996,
Robinson 1996, Thorpe 1998, Keirn et al. 2010). Aircraft collisions with wildlife can also
erode public confidence in the air transport industry as a whole (Conover et al. 1995).

Between 1990 and 2014, there were 3,360 reported aircraft strikes involving 41 species
of terrestrial mammals in the United States (Dolbeer et al. 2015) . The number of
mammal strikes actually occurring is likely to be greater even though strike reporting at
General Aviation airports has increased 58% from 2010 to 2014. Species of terrestrial
mammals struck by aircraft in the United States from 1990 through 2014 include
raccoons, fox, cats, coyotes, deer, opossums, dogs, and skunks (Dolbeer et al. 2014). Of
the reports of terrestrial mammals struck by aircraft, 36% were carnivores (primarily
coyotes), causing over $4 million in damages (Dolbeer et al. 2014). Aircraft striking
coyotes have resulted in 14,135 hours of aircraft downtime and nearly $3.7 million in
damages to aircraft in the United States since 1990 (Dolbeer et al. 2014). Aircraft strikes
involving dogs have caused over $400,700 in damage in the United States since 1990
(Dolbeer et al. 2014).”

In addition to direct damage, an aircraft striking a mammal can pose serious threats to
human safety if the damage from the strike causes a catastrophic failure of the aircraft
leading to a crash. For example, damage to the landing gear during the landing roll
and/or takeoff run can cause a loss of control of the aircraft, causing additional damage to
the aircraft and increasing the threat to human safety. Nearly 64% of the reported
mammal strikes from 1990 through 2014 oc